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PREFACE 

When the Editor, some eleven years ago, invited me to contribute 
to this senes, I offered a translation of the Thmtelus with a running 
commentary. I have since added the Sophist Meanwhile the book 
has been announced under the title, Plato's Theory of Knowledge, 
which may seem to promise more than I have performed My 
object was to make accessible to students of philosophy who can¬ 
not easily read the Greek text, two masterpieces of Plato’s 
later penod, concerned with questions that still hold a living 
interest A study of existing translations and editions has 
encouraged also the hope that scholars already familiar with 
the dialogues may find a fresh interpretation not unwelcome. A 
commentary has been added because, m the more difficult places, 
a bare translation is almost certain, if understood at aU, to be 
misunderstood 

This danger may be illustrated by a quotation from a living 
philosopher of the first rank. 

‘ It was Plato m his later mood who put forward the suggestion 
" and I hold that the definition of being is simply power" This 
suggestion is the charter of the doctrine of Immanent Law 
Dr. \^tehead is quoting Jowett’s translation. If the reader will 
refer to the passage (p 234 below), he will see that the words are 
rendered. ‘ I am proposing as a mark to distmguish real things 
that they are nothing but power.’ ^ A mark of real things may not 
be a ‘ defimtion of bemg ’ This mark, moreover, is offered by the 
Eleatic Stranger to the materiahst as an improvement on his own 
mark of real things, tangibility. The materiahst accepts it,' having 
for the moment no better suggestion of his own to offer'. The 
Stranger adds that Theaetetus and he may perhaps change their 
mmds on this matter later on Plato has certamly not committed 
hunself here to a ' defimtion of bemg'. So much could be dis- 

N WhitQh.s 3 .d, Adventures of Ideas V 163 I am not suggesting 
that Dr Whitehead fundamentally misunderstands the master who has 
deeply influenced his own philosophy, but only pointing out how a profound 
thinker may be misled by a translation 

“ This rendering is itself doubtful, the construction of the words, as they 
stand in the MSS, bemg obscure and difficult. 
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covered from an accurate translation, but the word ‘ power ’ 
still needs to be explained It has been rendered by ' potency 
' force ‘ Moglichkeit ‘ pmssance de relation ' Without some 
account of the history of the word dynarms in Plato's time and 
earlier, the student accustomed to the terms of modern philosophy 
may well carry away a false impression. 

To meet difficulties such as this, I have interpolated, after each 
compact section of the text, a commentary which aims at discovenng 
what Plato really means and how that part of the argument is 
related to the rest. There are objections to dissecting the living 
body of a Platonic dialogue No other wnter has approached 
Plato’s skiU in concealmg a ngid and intricate structure of reasoning 
beneath the flowing hnes of a conversation in which the suggestion 
of each thought as it anses seems to be followed to an unpre¬ 
meditated conclusion. In these later dialogues, however, the bones 
show more clearly through the skm, and it is likely that Plato 
would rather have us penetrate his meaning than stand back with 
folded hands to admire his art. An interpolated commentary, 
giving the reader the information he needs when and where he 
needs it, may be preferred to the usual plan of stowing away such 
information in an introduction at the beginning and notes at the 
end. It IS not clear why we should be forced to read a book in 
three places at once This book, at any rate, is designed to be 
read straight through. 

The translation follows Burnet’s text, except where I have given 
reasons for departmg from it or proposed corrections of passages 
that are probably or certainly corrupt. I have tried to follow 
Plato’s own practice of keeping to the current language of educated 
conversation and refusing to allow any word to harden mto a 
technical term. The commentary attempts only to mterpret 
Plato from his own wntmgs and those of his forerunners and 
contemporaries, and accordingly avoids, so far as possible, the 
misleadmg jargon of modem philosophy. Terms like 'sub¬ 
jectivism ’, ' relativism ', ' sensationalism ’, even when defined, 
often mask ambigmties of thought that are lost sight of as this 
token currency passes from hand to hand. 

At the risk of appearing arrogant or ill-informed, I have, for 
the most part, ignored mterpretations which I cannot accept. 
Also I have not loaded the notes with acknowledgments of my 
debts to other scholars. Among works which have most helped 
me I would mention Campbell’s editions; Apelt’s translations 
(which contain fuU bibhographies); M Dite’ editions in the Col- 
l^ion des Umversties de France ; E Stfllzel, Die Behandlung des 

Erkennimsproblemsbei Platon J Stenzd, Eniwtcklung 
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der platonischen Dialektik (Breslau, 1917); C. Ritter, Neue Unter- 
suchungen uber Platon (Munchen, 1910); V. Brochard, titudes de 
phtlosophie anctenne (Pans, 1912); and the well-known writings 
of John Burnet and Professor A. E. Taylor. 

Cambridge F. M C 

1934 
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INTRODUCTION 


Since the commentary aims at furnishing the reader with informa¬ 
tion as the need anses, it wiU be enough, by way of introduction, 
to mdicate the place of the Theaetetus and the Sophist in the senes 
of Plato’s dialogues, and to define briefly the position from which 
the inquiry starts 

Our two dialogues belong to a group consisting of the Pamenides, 
the Theaetetus, the Sophist, and the Statesman. As M Di&s has 
observed,^ Plato leaves no doubt that the dialogues are meant to 
be read in this order The Parmenides describes a meetmg unagined 
as taking place about 450 b c between Socrates, who would then 
be about twenty, and the Eleatic philosophers, Parmenides and 
Zeno To suppose that anything remotely resembhng the con¬ 
versation m this dialogue could have occurred at that date would 
make nonsense of the whole history of philosophy in the fifth and 
fourth centimes, and I beheve, with M Dies, that the meeting 
itself is a hterary fiction, not a fact in the biography of Socrates. 
No ancient histonan of philosophy mistook it for the record of an 
actual event, which, had it occurred, would have been a very 
important landmark. The Theaetetus (r83E, p loi) alludes to this 
meetmg, and it is once more recalled m the Sophist (217c, p. i66) 
in terras that can only refer to the Parmenides. The Theaetetus, 
again, ends with an appointment which is kept at the begmning 
of the Sophist, and the Sophist itself is openly referred to in the 
Statesman 

As for the order of composition, no one doubts that the Sophist 
and the Statesman, which contain one continuous conversation, 
are later than the Theaetetus. In the Theaetetus many critics have 
noticed that the style changes towards the end m the duection 
of Plato’s later manner. If that is so, stylometnc results based 
on the dialogue as a whole will be misleading. The latter part 
of the Theaetetus, as we have it, may have been finished years 
after the beginmng, and the Parmenides may have been composed 
in the mterval On the other hand, we need not suppose any very 
long gap between the completion of the Theaetetus and the com¬ 
position of the Sophist and the Statesman, 

' Parmimde [1923), p. xu 
I 
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It is now agreed that this group as a whole is earher than the 
Timaeus, the Phibbus, and the Laws, and later than the Meno, 
the Phaedo, and the Republic. The Republic is the centre of a 
group of less technical works, intended, not primarily for students 
of philosophy, but for the educated pubhc, who would certainly 
not read the Parmenides and would find the Theaetetus and the 
Sophist intolerably difiicult. These more popular writings would 
serve the double purpose of attracting students to the Academy 
and of makmg known to the Greek world a doctrine which, m 
common with most scholars, I hold to be characteristically Platonic. 
Its two pillars are the unmortahty and divinity of the rational 
soul, and the real existence of the objects of its knowledge—a 
world of intelligible ‘ Forms ’ separate from the thmgs our senses 
perceive.^ Neither doctrine dearly appears in any dialogue that 
can be dated, on grounds of style, as distinctly earlier than the 
Menc. Both are put forward in the Phaedo m a manner suggesting 
that Plato amved at them simultaneously and thought of them 
as interdependent. 

The Meno had already announced the theory of Anamnesis 
that knowledge is acquired, not through the senses or as informa¬ 
tion conveyed from one mind to another by teachmg, but by 
recollection in this life of reahties and truths seen and known by 
the soul before its incarnation. Socrates bases this doctrme on 
an account which he believes to be true,® learnt from men and 
women who are wise m religious matters and from inspired poets 
The human soul is immortal (divine) and is purified through a 
round of incarnations, from which, when completely purified, it 
may finally escape. ' So ,the soul is immortal and has been many 
tunes reborn; and since it has seen all thmgs, both in this world 
and in the other, there is nothing it has not learnt. No wonder, 
then, that it can recover the memory of what it has formerly known 
concerning virtue or any other matter. All Nature is akm and 
the soul has learnt all things ; so there is nothmg to prevent one 
who has recollected—leamt, as we call it—one smgle thing from 
discovering all the rest for himself, if he is resolute and unwearymg 
m fhe search; for seekmg or learning is nothing but recollec¬ 
tion ’. 

> I agree with Mr J D Mahbott (' Anstotle and the xaipio/ior of Plato ’, 
Classical Quarterly, xx (1926), 72) that the ' separate ' existence of the Forms, 
attacked by Anstotle, is not to be explained away 

’ Meno 8ia, A<!yoj ahjB^s, not fie$os, though the form which contains the 
true account may be mythical So at Gorgias 523A, he calls the myth of the 
judgment of the dead a A^or oATjSjjy, though Callicles may thmk it a ilSBos 
I take the Socrates of the Meno and the Phaedo as stating Plato’s beliefs, 
not those of the histone Socrates 
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Socrates goes on to prove this doctnne by experiment. By 
questioning a slave who has never been taught geometry, he elicits 
from him, after several wrong attempts, the solution of a not very 
easy problem of construction. He claims that he has not ‘ taught' 
the slave the true behef he now has, any more than the false beliefs 
he produced at first. At the outset the slave had not knowledge ; 
but these beliefs were in him, mcluding the true behef which he 
did not know. They have been ' stirred up in him, as it were in 
a dream ’, and if he were questioned again and agam in various 
ways, he would end by havmg knowledge in place of true behef—• 
knowledge which he would have recovered out of his own soul. 
This knowledge must have been acquired before birth. ' If, then, 
the truth of thmgs is always in our soul, the soul must be immortal; 
hence you may confidently set about seekmg for and recovering 
the memory of what you do not know, that is to say, do not re¬ 
member ’ Socrates adds that, in some respects, he could not 
defend the whole account, but he is convmced of the practical 
conclusion, that we shall be the better for behevmg that we can 
discover truth we do not know. Owmg to Plato’s dramatic method, 
we cannot fix the extent of Socrates’ reservation. It might mean 
that the histone Socrates did not hold this theory, or, more probably, 
that the details of reincarnation, purgatory, and so forth, as desenbed 
by Pmdar and others, are ‘ mythical ’: as such Plato always 
represents them elsewhere. But the reservation does not extend 
to the hypothetical conclusion which Socrates and Meno have both 
accepted If the truth of thmgs is always m the soul, then the 
soul IS immortal. 

Some modem critics, wishmg perhaps to transform Plato's 
theory- mto something that we can accept, reduce the doctrine 
of Anamnesis to a form in which it ceases to have any connection 
with the pre-existence of the soul But Plato unquestionably 
believed m immortahty ; and in the Pkaedo, where Recollection is 
reaffirmed, it is the one proof of pre-existence which is accepted 
as satisfactory by all parties to the conversation. 

The doctrine of Recollection marks a complete break with current 
beliefs both about the nature of the soul and about the sources 
of knowledge. The soul was popularly regarded as a mere shadow 
or eidolon, an unsubstantial wraith, that might well be dissipated 
when detached from the body. And if common sense could be 
said to have any view of the common characters called Forms 
{eXbr]) m the Socratic dialogues, it would be the empiricist view 
that they axe present m sensible thmgs, and that our knowledge 
of them IS conveyed through the senses, perhaps by images, like 
the Atomists’ eidola, thrown off by material bodies. Among the 

3 



INTRODUCTION 


philosophic theories which Socrates, in the Phaedo, says he had 
found unsatisfying is the doctrine ‘ that it is the brain that gives 
us perceptions of hearing, sight, and smell, and out of these arise 
memory and belief, and from these agam, when they have settled 
down mto quiescence, comes knowledge ’ Plato’s break with all 
theories deriving knowledge by abstraction from sensible objects 
carried with it an equally firm repudiation of popular notions of 
the soul as either a fhmsy double of the body or a resultant, super¬ 
vening on the mixture of bodily elements In other words, the 
' separation ’ of the Platonic Forms from any dependence on 
matenal things went with the separation of the soul which knows 
them from any dependence on the physical organism The Pkaedo 
IS designed to plead for both conclusions concurrently. It is not 
claimed that either doctrme is proved; but it is claimed that if 
the Forms exist and can be known, then the soul is immortal 
Plato himself beheved both, and his Socrates, unlike the Socrates 
of the earher dialogues, now uses every resource of eloquence to 
convince his hearers of what he beheves but does not know 
In his opening discourse it is assumed from the outset that the 
soul can exist without the body, for ‘ to be dead ’ is defined as 
meaning ‘ that the body has come to be separate by itself apart 
from [xcoqIi;) the soul, and the soul separate by itself apart from 
the body‘ So much might be said of the wraith or shadow-soul 
of popular belief; but the properties which Socrates goes on to 
ascribe to the separable soul are very different. The contrast is 
not between mmd and matter, or even between soul and body as 
commonly understood The psyche here is what was later ciled 
by Plato and Aristotle the Reason (yovg), or the spirit, in opposition 
to the flesh * To the flesh belong the senses, and the bodily appetites 
and pleasures. The spirit’s proper function is thought or reflection, 
which lays hold upon unseen reality and is best earned on when 
the spirit withdraws from the flesh to think by itself, untroubled 
by the senses. The pursuit of wisdom is a ' loosmg and separation 
(xoiQiaiMg) of the sQul from the body'—a rehearsal of that separa¬ 
tion c^ed death (670) 

The effect of this mtroductory discourse is to estabhsh m the 
reader's mmd, before the argument begms, the idea of a complete 
detachment of the thinking self from the body and its senses and 
passions. This idea, though unfamiliar, would be easier for Plato’s 
pubhc to grasp than that detachment of Forms from sensible things 

1 64c In the Gorgtas myth (524B). death is already described as the 
* severance (SioAvair) of two things—body and soul—from one another 

* Cf F M Comford, ' The Division of the Soul Hibbert Journal (Jan. 
1939), P 
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which it IS his other purpose to announce clearly for the first time. 
If the reader will forget all that he has learnt about the Forms 
from later writings and put himself m the situation of Plato’s 
readers who knew only the eaxher dialogues, he will find that he. 
IS being led, step by step, to recognise the separate existence of 
the Forms. 

The Forms are first mentioned as the objects of the soul’s reflec¬ 
tion, when withdrawn from the senses AU that is pointed out 
here (65D) is that those entities which were the familiar topics of 
Socrates’ conversation are perceived by thought, not by the senses. 
When Socrates and his friends considered. What is Justice ?, they 
were tr3dng to define the Just ‘ by itself’ {avxo), and to discover 
' what it IS ’ (S iari) or its ‘ being ’ {o^ald). Any reader of the 
e ar lier dialogues might agree that Justice, not being a thing 
that can be seen or touched, will be known by pure thought 
when the soul is ' set free from eyes and ears and the body as a 
whole ’. 

There follows a long and elaborate defence of Anamnesis, ad¬ 
dressed to the more difficult task of convincing the reader, on the 
one hand, that the soul has pre-existed, and on the other, that 
his own vague notions of how we first become acquamted with a 
thing hke ‘ Justice itself ’ are radically wrong. We not only can¬ 
not perceive it, we cannot extract it from any sense-impressions. 
This might be argued more easily m the case of the moral Forms, 
which are obviously not sensible, but Plato is no less concerned 
with the mathematical Forms. He undertakes to prove that we 
cannot derive our knowledge of Equality from the perception of 
equal things The same two sticks sometimes appear equal to 
one person and unequal to another, but no one ever thinks that 
‘ equals ’ are unequal or that Equahty is Inequality. The sight 
of nearly equal thmgs causes us to thmk of Equahty, and we judge 
that they fall short of that ideal standard It is argued that we 
must have obtained knowledge of true Equahty before we began 
to use our senses, that is to say, before our birth ; and this carries 
with it the pre-existence of the soul. Whether the argument 
seems sound to the modern reader or not. Anamnesis is accepted 
by all parties and later reaffirmed (92A) ; nor is any doubt ever 
cast upon it in Plato’s other works. The upshot is that the Forms 
have an existence separate from thmgs as surely as the spirit has 
an existence separate from the body. 

The next argument is to urge that the soul not only has pre¬ 
existed, but is by nature indestructible. It is not composed or 
put together out of parts mto which it might be dissolved It is 
reasonable, we are told, to identify mcomposite thmgs with thmgs 
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that never undergo any sort of change. Now the reader who 
has grasped the distinction between ideal Equahty and the nearly 
equal things of sense, will agree that Forms must always be what 
they are and can suffer no kmd of change. The many things that 
bear the same names as the Forms are perpetually changing in all 
respects , and these are the things we see and touch, whereas the 
Forms are unseen. It is thus laid down that there are two orders 
of things the unseen, exempt from all change, and the seen, 
which change perpetually. Fmally it is argued as probable that 
the soul, which is unseen, most resembles the divine, immortal, 
mtelhgible, simple, and indissoluble; while the body most re¬ 
sembles the human, mortal, uninteUigible, complex, and dissoluble 
The separation of the two worlds or orders of bemg is here very 
sharply marked. No relation between them is described; no 
transition from sense to thought is suggested. Even the fact 
that sensible expenence may be the occasion of Recollection is 
lost sight of. Socrates recurs to the language of his opening dis¬ 
course When the soul uses any of the senses, it is dragged down 
into the world of change and becomes dizzy and confused. Only 
when thinking by itself can it escape into that other region of 
pure, eternal, and unchangmg being. 

Thus, by a senes of steps, the reader acquamted with the earher 
dialogues is led to see that the moral terms which Socrates was 
always discussing belong to a distinct order of realities, and that 
knowledge of them cannot be extracted from impressions of sense. 
Throughout, the separation of the Forms is intertwmed with and 
illustrated by the separation of the divine spint from all dependence 
on the mortal body. The conclusion is that the two doctnnes 
stand or fall together.^ 

The separate reality of the Forms created a problem which is 
courageously faced, though not solved, in the later group to which 
our dialogues belong How are those separate Forms related to 
the things we touch and see m this world of becoming ? The 
Phaedo itself (looc-n) had indicated that to speak of a thing as 
‘ partakmg of ’ a Form is to use a metaphor that leaves it obscure 
how an eternal and unchanging Form or its character can be ‘ pres¬ 
ent in ’ or ‘ shared by ’ transient individual thmgs in time and 
space In the Parmenides Socrates is represented as putting for¬ 
ward the theory of separate Forms to dispose of Zeno's paradoxical 
antinomies, and as confronted with this very difficulty of participa¬ 
tion by Zeno’s master, Parmemdes. It is significant that the great 
founder of the Eleatic school should dominate the discussion here, 
and that a Stranger from Elea should take the lead in the Sophist 

‘ Phaedo 76DE, 92D. 
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and the Statesman. Parmenides had been the first to raise the 
problem which the theory of Forms was intended to solve. This 
problem had two aspects In Parmenides’ poem it is presented 
chiefly as the problem that arises when a world of real being is 
distmguished from a world of ‘ seeming ’ or appearance, which is 
somehow false and unreal, or, as Parmemdes himself declared, 
totally false and unreal This aspect we shall encounter, as the 
problem of eidola, stated, but not solved, in the Sophist. Par¬ 
menides had also drawn the correspondmg distinction between the 
senses, which profess to reveal appearances, and rational thought 
apprehending true reahty The Theaetetus wdl formulate and 
examine the claim of the senses to 3neld knowledge. The discussion 
moves in the world of appearance and proves that, if we try to 
leave out of account the world of true being, we cannot extract 
knowledge from sensible experience. 

The theory of Forms, as stated m the Phaedo, was meant to deal 
with both aspects of the problem bequeathed by Parmemdes The 
eternal and mtelhgible Forms were to provide rational thought with 
objects of knowledge The transient existence or ‘ becoming' of 
sensible things in the world of appearance was to be grounded m 
the world of true being by some land of participation; they were 
thus to be endowed with an ambiguous half-reality, not left, as in 
Parmenides’ uncompromising system, totally unsupported. But 
our senes of dialogues opens with a trenchant criticism of Plato’s 
own theory as givmg no intelligible account of the derivation of 
appearances from reality The discussion starts from Zeno’s 
counter-attack on the cntics of Parmemdes. Zeno had put forward 
a series of arguments, reducing (as he thought) to absurdity their 
defence of the common-sense behef m the existence of a plurality 
of real tlungs. His first argument is quoted . ' If there are many 
things, then they must be both like and unhke.’ From both horns 
of the dilemma Zeno deduced what he regarded as impossible con¬ 
sequences. Socrates rephes that no impossibihties result, if you 
recognise ‘ a Form, Likeness, }ust by itself ’, and another contrary 
Form, Unlikeness. That things which are simply ‘ alike ’ and 
nothmg else should be ‘ unhke ’ is no doubt impossible , but there 
IS no difficulty m supposmg that mdividual concrete thmgs should 
partake of both Forms at once and so come to be both like and 
unhke One thing can have many names, partake of many Forms, 
some of which may be contrary to others. The difficulties dis¬ 
appear ‘ if you distinguish the Forms apart by themselves ’ and 
reahse that mdividual thmgs partake of them. 

Parmemdes’ criticisms are directed agamst this ‘ separation ’ 
(%cupior^?) of the Forms, on which the Phaedo had laid so much 
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stress,‘ and the consequent dif&culty of conceiving clearly the 
' participation ’ which is to bridge the gulf. Socrates is confronted 
with two questions, which he finds it difficult to answer. 

The first is the extent of the world of Forms Several classes 
of terms are mentioned, and Socrates is asked if he recognises 
separate Forms for each class (i) First come the terms which 
had figured m Zeno’s dilemmas • Likeness, Unhkeness . Umty, 
Plurahty , Motion, Rest, etc ® To these are added (2) the moral 
Forms, ‘ Just, Beautiful, Good, etc.'. About these two classes 
Socrates has no doubts. (3) The next class contains (a) Forms such 
as ' Man ’, ' separate from ourselves and all other men ’, and {b) 
Fire and Water. (These terms correspond to the products of divine 
workmanship descnbed in the Sophist 266b (p 326) ‘ ourselves 

and all other hving creatures and the elements of natural things 
—fire, water, and their kindredLivmg organisms and the four 
elements of which all bodies are composed are the two classes of 
things in the physical world with the best claim to represent Forms 
—the models after which the divine creator of the Timaeus works ) 
Socrates says he has often felt some uncertainty about these. 
(Probably they were not contemplated in the early stages of the 
theory, wbch started with mathematical and moral Forms. But 
they are contemplated in the Timaeus ®) Last come (4) Hair, Clay, 
Dirt, and other undignified things (‘ Clay ', as Socrates remarks at 
Iheaetetus 147 c (p 22 ), is ' earth mixed with moisture ’ Clay and 
Dirt, as casual mixtures of the elements have the least claim to 
Forms) Socrates at first replies that he thinks there are no Forms 
for these undignified things , but he has been troubled with doubts 
‘ whether it may not be the same with everything ’ Then, fearing 
to fall into an abyss of absurdity, he has returned to the study of 
Forms of the first two classes Parmenides remarks that when 
he IS older he will be more philosophical and pay less regard to 

* Farm 129D (Socrates), idy tis Siotp^rat )(uipls aura koB’ aura rd elSi; 130B 
(Parmenides), odrdr ad oCtoj Si^pTjaai ais A/y«r, ;(iupir niy e'Sij aura arra, 

Si Ta nvfwv av fLerej^ovra , Kal ri aot Sokck cfvai aur^ dfioiOTTfS djfifis 

dpoidniTot ixofify Here ' the likeness we have' is distinguished from the 
Form, Likeness itself, as in the Phtudo, ' the tallness in us ’ is distinguished 
from Tallness itself The separate Form is conceived as somehow com¬ 
municating its character (ISta, pop 44 ) the individual thing But how ? 

“ Motion and Rest are included at 129E (cf Fhaedms s6id) These terms 
^and the moral Forms) will reappear among the ' common terms ’ of Theaeteius 
18505 (p 104), where ' umty and number m general‘ odd ' and ' even 
etc , are added The mathematical Forms belong to this class 

Timaeus 51c (onForms of the elements) practically quotes Farm, 130P 
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vulgar esteem Here this question is dropped. No mention has 
been made of Forms for artificial objects or for sensible qualities 
like Hot and Cold, although ‘ Hot' and ‘ Cold ' had figured in the 
ideal theory of the Phaedo, and the Repubhc had appeared to 
recognise a divinely created Form of Bedstead 

What is the extent of the world of Forms ? Plato never answers 
this question.^ The difla.culty anses from the double origin of the 
theory. As Aristotle tells us in his account of Platomsm,® one root 
was the Socratic inquiry after the defimtion of ‘ universals' Soc¬ 
rates, who was not concerned with any system of Nature, confined 
himself to the attempt to define moral terms, such as ‘ Just ’ 
Plato (who was concerned with ontology), accepting the Hera- 
cleitean Flux as applied to sensible things, saw that the subject of 
a Socratic definition could not be any sensible thing, smce such 
things are m perpetual change and cannot be known, so he said that 
it must be a separate entity, to which he gave the name ‘ Form ’, 
and that the group of sensible things beanng the same name partake 
of that Form The underljnng assumption here is that every 
common name must have a fixed meaning, which we thmk of when 
we hear the name spoken : speaker and hearer thus have the same 
object before then minds. Only so can they understand one another 
and any discourse be possible. On this showmg, however, all 
common names have the same right to have a Form for their 
meaning ; and so we arrive at the statement {Rep. 596A) . ‘ we are 
accustomed to assume a single form {or character, etdog) for every 
set of things to which we apply the same name.’ We can say: 

‘ This IS hot ’, ‘ This is duty ‘ This is human ’, ‘ This is just ’, 
and so on. If all such statements are on the same footmg, we ought 
to recognise a common character or Form for every existing common 
name, and moreover for every entity that might be distinguished 
by a separate name The world of Forms ought to be mdefimtely 
more numerous than the vocabulary of any language 

But how does this theory look if we start from the other root of 
Platomsm—the Pythagorean doctrme of Numbers as the real bemg 
of all thmgs ? Accordmg to Aristotle, Plato conceived the relation 
of things to Forms in the same way as the Pythagoreans conceived 
the relation of thmgs to Numbers. when he said that things 
' partake of ’ Forms he was only raakmg a verbal change in their 

* If Epistle VII, 342A flf be accepted as gehume, Plato recognised, at the 
end of his life. Forms of mathematical objects, moral terms, every natural 
and artificial body, the four elements, every species of living creature, every 
moral quality, all actions and affections (3420) 

* Metaph A, 6 
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statement that things' represent * (or embody) Numbers. The Form 
now becomes something more than the meaning of a common name 
—an entity whose metaphysical status Socrates, probably, had 
never mquured into. Socrates had ‘ no system of Nature ’; but 
Plato endows the Forms with a ‘ separate ’ existence in an mtelli- 
gible world of true being, where they replace the P3rthagorean 
Numbers as the reahty which appearances are somehow to represent. 
There is no trouble about the mathematical Forms, which are cer¬ 
tainly distinct from visible and tangible bodies and constitute a 
realm of eternal truth. The moral Forms, again, may stand as 
ideals, nevCT perfectly embodied in human action and character 
Forms of both these classes can be mamtained as eternal things 
which the soul can know (as. the Phaedo asserts) without any re¬ 
course to the bodily senses. Further, when we come to physics, 
we can accommodate the fixed types of natural speaes and of the 
four elements. But what is to be said of the legion of other common 
names—nouns, adjectives, verbs—^which also have fixed meanings ? 

* Clay ’ is a common name , but can physics or metaphysics recognise 
an eternal exemplar of clay and of every distmgiushable variety 
of clay ? And what of sensible qualities, like hot and cold ? Is 
Heat or Cold or Redness the sort of object that can be known, 
mdependently of aU sense experience, by a disembodied soul ? Is 
Redness or Hotness an eternally real Form accountmg for the 
' becoming ’ of red or hot thmgs in the physical world ? Do bodies 
‘ partake * of Redness when no one is seeing them, or of Hotness 
when no one feels their heat ? Such may have been the questions 
which embarrassed Plato with the uncertamty confessed by Socrates 
in the Parmenides. The most formidable consequence of recognising 
a Form for every common name would be that no limit could then 
be set to the world of Forms. The unlimited cannot be known, 
and if the Forms are unknowable, their raison d’itre is gone. But 
Plato leaves this question without an answer 

Parmenides then turns to his second line of criticism . How are 
the separate Forms related to the things that ' partake of' them ’ 

(1) If we press one natural meaning of ' partake ’ or ‘ share 
are we to suppose that the Form as a whole is in each of the things, 
or that eadi thing contains a part of it ? Either supposition is 
absurd. This dilemma can, indeed, be taken as merely an objection 
to certain misleading associations of the word * partake Many 
thmgs can ‘ share ’ in one Form in the sense that they all have the 
same relation to it. But the question, what that relation can be, 
remains unanswered. 

(2) The suggestion that the Form might be only a ‘ thought ’ in 

^ Cf G C Field m Mtnd, xxxvi, pp 87 fi, 
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our minds is decisively rejected. The Form is not a mental existent; 
it must be an object of thought, of which any number of nunds may, 
or may not, think. 

(3) Fmally it is suggested that, while the Form has its separate 
reality, what is present here is not the Form, but a copy or image 
of it One original can have many copies. The relation will then 
be ‘ likeness'. But this will lead to an infinite regress. If the 
original and the copy are alike, they have a common character, but 
then there will be just as much reason to posit another Form for 
origmal and copy to partake of as there was to posit the original 
Form for all the copies to partake of. The conclusion is that the 
relation ' partaking ’ cannot be reduced to ‘ hkeness ', but we must 
look for some other account of it The point might be argued thus : 
it may be true that the copy is, at least in some degree, like the 
ongmal; but that cannot be all that is meant. Likeness subsists 
between any two copies, but we do not say that one copy ' partakes 
of ’ another. 

The upshot of all this criticism is that no intelligible account has 
yet been given of the relation between Forms and things, the 
metaphors wiU not bear serious scrutmy Parmenides ends with 
a picture of the ideal world as withdrawn beyond the reach of human 
knowledge. A god might know the Forms, but can we know any¬ 
thing beyond the things in our world ? On the other hand, Par¬ 
menides himself acknowledges that the Forms are a necessity of 
thought, without them philosophic discourse, or mdeed discourse 
of any kind, is impossible This conclusion can only mean that 
the.difficulties cannot be insuperable Plato’s intention may be 
to show that he is as aware as any of his cntics that they exist, 
and to set his pupils to think about them. 

There is one further problem, mooted by Socrates himself in the 
Parmenides, which is dealt with in the Sophist This concerns 
the relations of Forms, not to things, but to one another, Socrates 
has just made his point that, if separate Forms are recognised, 
a concrete thing can very well partake both of Likeness and of 
Unhkeness. ‘ But,’ he then adds, ‘ if you do separate the Forms 
apart by themselves—Likeness and Unlikeness, Plurality and Unity, 
Motion and Rest, and aU such thmgs—it would be extraordinarily 
interesting to me if anyone could then show that these Forms 
themselves can be combined and separated . . . if one could exhibit 
this same problem as everywhere involved in the Forms themselves,' 
as we have seen it to be m visible things.^ This challenge is not 
taken up in the early part of the Parmenides. The terms ‘ com¬ 
bined ’ and ‘ separated ’ we shall find in the Sophist used for the 

* Farm. 129E 
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relations reflected m affir mative and negative true statements about 
Forms. This problem is confined to the ideal world; it would 
remam if there were no sensible things at all. In such statements 
as ' Likeness exists ' Likeness is different from Unlikeness the 
meanmg consists entirely of Forms, there is no reference to mdivi- 
dual things, and the problem of participation does not anse. The 
question is . How can the unity of the Form, which had been so 
much emphasised, be reconciled with its ' blending ’ with other 
Forms ? A Form is ' one beingDoes it, like Parmenides’ One 
Bemg, exclude any sort of plurality, or is a Form both one and 
many ? 

This question is bound up with the methods of Collection and 
Division, which wiU be illustrated in the Sophist and there identified 
with the dialectical study of the Forms The early part of the 
Parmenides points forward to the analysis of the blending of Forms 
in that context. Meanwhile, some of the arguments in the later 
part have a positive bearmg on this question of their unity Take 
the bare Eleatic dUemmas • Either a thing is or it is not, Either 
a thing is one (and not many) or it is many (and not one), If the 
One is, the many are not, if the many are, the One is not. Such 
reasoning must leave us either with a One Bemg, or Existent Unity, 
excludmg all plurahty (as in Parmenides’ own system), or with a 
plurahty having no sort of unity. Now, some of the arguments 
developed in the second part of the Parmenides show that on either 
hypothesis no knowledge or discourse is possible. A bare unity or 
a bare plurahty cannot exist or be known or even spoken of These 
results are deduced by reasoning at least as cogent as Zeno’s , and 
m the Sophist Parmemdes’ One Bemg wiU be cnticised on si'milgr 
Imes. The arguments pomt to a positive conclusion: the unity 
of the ' bemgs ’ recognised by Platonism—the whole realm of Forms 
as a ‘one bemg ’ and each Form as a ‘ one bemg ’—must be shown 
to be consistent with their being also complex and so a plurality. 
The study of Forms m the Sophist will clear up the perplexities and 
paradoxes based by the Eleatics and them successors on the too rigid 
Parmenidean conceptions of Umty and Bemg, Plurahty and Not- 
being 

But before passing to the world of Forms, where the true objects 
of knowledge are to be found, Plato fixes attention, in the Theaetetus, 
on the world of transient becommg and ambiguous appearance! 
revealed by the senses. Wnting for students acquainted with the 
great systems of the sixth and fifth centunes, he is now prepared 
^ set Ms own doctnne beside the two opposed philosophies of 
farmenides and Heradeitus, and to define what he will take and 
what he will not take, from either He will also meet the challenge 
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of the first and greatest of the Sophists Protagoras, in conscious 
opposition to Parmenides, had flatly denied that ‘ what seems to 
men ’—what seems real to our senses and true to our judgment—is 
to be condemned as unreal or false because it disagrees with the 
properties ascnbed by Eleatic reasomng to a One Being which we 
can never perceive Man, declares Protagoras, is the measure of 
all things , what seems real and true to me is real and true to me , 
what seems so to you, is so to you. Your perceptions and j udgments 
may not agree with mine , but neither of us can have any ground 
for saymg that the other is wrong. Such was the fundamental 
position of that Sophistry which Plato intends to analyse in the 
second of our two dialogues The Sophist is the denizen of the 
world of appearances, they are for him the sole reality. Plato 
himself cannot accept Parmenides’ condemnation of appearances 
as totally unreal and of the senses as totally misleading. Accord- 
mgly, the Theaeieius examines afresh the claim of this lower world 
to yield knowledge—a claim that common sense would endorse and 
that Protagoras himself had pressed to the pomt of declaring that 
it yields the only knowledge we can ever have. 
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142A-143C. The Introductory Dialogue 
The main dialogue is prefaced by an introductory conversation 
between Eucleides and Terpsion of Megara, friends of Socrates 
who were present at his death. Plato evidently wished to record 
his affection for Theaetetus, a member of the Academy credited 
with important discoveries in mathematics. Eucleides' account of 
how he came to write the mam dialogue is obviously fictitious 
No such conversation could have taken place in Socrates’ lifetime. 
The anon3mious commentary on the Theaetetus} beheved to date 
from the first or second century of our era, records the existence 
of a second 'rather fngid' introductory dialogue of about the 
same number of lines, beginning, ‘Boy, are you bringing the 
dialogue about Theaetetus ? ’ It has been argued that this lost intro¬ 
duction was probably wntten by Plato—for why should anyone forge 
such a document ?—-and that the obvious occasion for substituting 
the existing one would be the death of Theaetetus. The conclu¬ 
sion would then be that the mam dialogue was at least partly 
wntten before that event. But it is not likely that the long and 
flattenng description in the main dialogue of Theaetetus as a youth 
was written in his lifetime; and if it was not, the lost introduction 
may be assumed to have been merely a rejected draft which hap¬ 
pened to be preserved. The whole dialogue—introduction and all 
—may, then, be dated after the fighting near Corinth in 369 b.c.* 
Theaetetus would then be a little under 50, if he was a lad of 15 
or 16 m the year of Socrates’ death, the imaginary date of the 
main dialogue. 


Eucleides. Terpsion 

142. Eucleides. Have you only just come to town, Terpsion ? 
Terpsion. No, some time ago. What is more, I was look¬ 
ing for you in the market-place and surprised that I could 
not fimd you. 

Eucl. I was not in the city. 

*Ed Diels-Schubaxt, Berl Klassikertexte, 1905 
* The case for this date is fully argued by Eva Sachs, De TheaeMo (Berlin, 

>914). PP. 22 fi. 
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142. Terps. Where were you, then? 

Eucl. On my way down to the harbour I met them 
carrying Theaetetus to Athens from the camp at Connth. 
Terps. Alive or dead? 

B. Eucl. Only just alive. He is suffering from severe wounds, 
and still more from having caught the sickness that has 
broken out in the army. 

Terps. The dysentery ? 

Eucl. Yes. 

Terps. How sad that such a man should be so near death t 
Eucl. An admirable man, Terpsion, and a brave one 
Indeed, only just now I was hearing warm praise of his 
conduct in the battle. 

Terps. There is nothmg strange in that; it would have 
been much more surprising if he had behaved otherwise, 
c. But why did he not stay here at Megara ? 

Eucl He was eager to get home. I begged him to stay, 
but he would not listen to my advice. I went some way 
with him, and then, as I was commg back, I recalled what 
Socrates had said about him, and was filled with wonder at 
this signal instance of his prophetic insight. Socrates must 
have met him shortly before his own death, when Theaetetus 
was httle more than a boy. They had some talk together, 
and Socrates was dehghted with the promise he showed. 
When I visited Athens he repeated to me their conversation, 
D. which was well worth the hearing; and he added that 
Theaetetus could not fail to become a remarkable man if 
he hved 

Terps. And apparently he was nght. But what was this 
conversation ’ Could you repeat it ? 

Eucl. Certainly not, just from memory But I made 
143. some notes at the time, as soon as I got home, and later 
on I wrote out what I could recall at my leisure. Then, 
every time I went to Athens, I questioned Socrates upon 
any point where my memory had failed and made cor¬ 
rections on my return. In this way I have pretty well the 
whole conversation written down. 

Terps. True, I have heard you mention it before, and 
mdeed I have always meant to ask you to show it to me, 
only I have let the matter shp till this moment. Why 
should we not go through it now ? In any case I am m 
need of a rest after my walk to town. 

B. Eucl. For that matter, I should be glad of a rest myself; 
for I went as far as Ermeon with Theaetetus. Let us go 
16 
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143B indoors, and, while we are resting, my servant shall read 
to us. 

Terps. Very well. 

Eucl. This is the book, Terpsion. You see how I wrote 
the conversation—not in narrative form, as I heard it from 
Socrates, but as a dialogue between him and the other 
persons he told me had taken part These were Theodoras 
the geometer and Theaetetus I wanted to avoid in the 
c written account the tiresome effect of bits of narrative 
mterrupting the dialogue, such as ' and I said' or ‘ and I 
remarked ’ wherever Socrates was speaking of himself, and 
' he assented ' or ‘ he did not agree ’, where he reported the 
answer. So I left out everythmg of that sort, and wrote 
it as a direct conversation between the actual speakers.^ 
Terps. That was quite a good notion, Eucleides. 

Eucl Well, boy, take the book and read. 


The Main Dialogue 

The main dialogue is an imaginary conversation, supposed to 
have taken place shortly before the trial and death of Socrates, 
a date at which Theaetetus would be just old enough to take part. 
He IS introduced to Socrates by Theodoras of Cyrene, a distin¬ 
guished mathematician who has been lectunng on geometry at 
Athens. 

143D-151D Introductory Conversahon 

The opening section charactenses the speakers and introduces 
the subject of discussion the definition of knowledge. For the 
rest, it is concerned with method. Socrates, as in several earlier 
dialogues, dwells on the distinction (which must, it seems, have 
been difficult for the ordinary reader to grasp) between giving a 
number of mstances of knowledge and defining the meaning of the 
name ' knowledge ’ which applies to them all He ends by de- 
scribmg his own technique. Like the midwife who is past child¬ 
bearing, Socrates’ function is not to produce his own ideas and 
impart them to others, but to deliver their minds of thoughts with 
which they are in labour, and then to test whether these thoughts 
are genmne children or mere phantoms 

' Since the Parmenides is composed in the narrative form here rejected as 
tiresome and never agam used by Plato, it may be inferred that this mtro 
ductory dialogue was written after the Parmenides 
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Socrates. Theodorus. Tkeaetetus 

143D. Socrates If I took more interest m the affairs of C5n:ene, 
Theodorus, I should ask you for the news from those parts 
and whether any of the young men there are devoting 
themselves to geometry or to any other sort of hberal study 
But really I care more for our young men here and I am 
anxious rather to know which of them are thought likely 
to distinguish themselves That is what I am always on 
the look-out for myself, to the best of my powers, and I 
make inqumes of anyone whose society I see the young men 
ready to seek. Now you attract a large following, as you 
E. deserve for your skill in geometry, not to mention your other 
ments. So, if you have met with anyone worthy of men¬ 
tion, I should be glad to hear of it. 

Theodorus Yes, Socrates, I have met with a youth of 
this city who certainly deserves mention, and you wiU find 
it worth while to hear me describe him. If he were hand¬ 
some, I should be afraid to use strong terms, lest I should 
be suspected of bemg m love with him. However, he is 
not handsome, but—forgive my saymg so—he resembles 
you in being snub-nosed and havmg prominent eyes, though 
144. these features are less marked m him So I can speak with¬ 
out fear I assure you that, among all the young men I 
have met with—and I have had to do with a good many— 
I have never found such admirable gifts The combmation 
of a rare quickness of mtelhgence with exceptional gentle¬ 
ness and of an mcomparably vuile spirit with both, is a 
thing that I should hardly have beheved could exist, and 
I have never seen it before. In general, people who have 
such keen and ready wits and such good memories as he, 
are also quick-tempered and passionate, they dart about 
B. like ships without ballast, and them temperament is rather 
enthusiastic than strong; whereas the steadier sort are 
somewhat duU when they come to face study, and they 
forget everything. But his approach to learnmg and in- 
qmry, with the perfect qmetness of its smooth and sure 
progress, is hke the noiseless flow of a stream of oil. It is 
wonderful how he achieves all this at his age. 

SocR. That IS good news. Who is his father ? 

Theod I have heard the name, but I do not remember 
it However, there he is, the middle one of those three 
c. who are commg towards us He and these friends of his 
have been rubbing themselves with oil m the portico outside, 
18 
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144c. and, now they have finished, they seem to be coming this 
way. See if you recognise him. 

SocR. Yes, I do ; his father was Euphromus of Sunium, 
just such another as his son is by your account. He was 
a man of good standing, and I believe he left a considerable 
fortune But I don’t know the lad’s name. 

D Theod. His name is Theaetetus, Socrates; but I fancy 
the property has been squandered by trustees. None the 
less, hberality with his money is another of his admirable 
traits. 

SocR. You give him a noble character. Please ask him 
to come and sit down with us. 

Theod. I wiU. Theaetetus, come this way and sit by 
Socrates. 

SocR. Yes, do, Theaetetus, so that I may study the char- 
E acter of my own countenance; for Theodoras tells me it 
IS like yours. Now, suppose we each had a lyre, and 
Theodoras said they were both tuned to the same pitch, 
should we take his word at once, or should we try to find 
out whether he was a musician ? 

Theaet. We should try to find that out. 

SocR. And beheve him, if we discovered that he was 
musical, but not otherwise ? 

Theaet True. 

SocR. And now, if this alleged likeness of our faces is a 
matter of any interest to us, we must ask whether it is a 
145. skilled draughtsman who informs us of it. 

Theaet. I agree. 

SocR. Well, IS Theodorus a painter ? 

Theaet. Not so far as I know. 

SocR. Nor an expert in geometry either ? 

Theaet Of course he is, Socrates ; very much so. 

SocR. And also m astronomy and calculation and music 
and m all the hberal arts ? 

Theaet. I am sure he is. 

SocR. Then, if, in the way of compliment or otherwise, 
he tells us of some physical likeness between us, there is no 
special reason why we should attend to him. 

Theaet. Possibly not. 

B. SocR. But suppose he should praise the mmd of either of 
us for its virtue and mtelhgence. Would there not be good 
reason why the one who heard the other praised should be 
eager to examme him, and he should be equally eager to show 
his quahty ? 
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145B Theaet. Certainly, Socrates. 

SocR. Now is the time, then, my dear Theaetetus, for you 
to show your qualities and for me to examine them I can 
assure you that, often as Theodorus has spoken to me m 
praise of citizen or stranger, he has never praised anyone as 
he was praising you }ust now. 

Theaet. That is good hearing, Socrates. But perhaps he 
c was not speakmg seriously 

SocR. No, that would not he hke Theodorus. Do not 
try to slip out of your bargain on the pretext that he was 
not senous We don't want him to have to give evidence 
on oath In any case no one is going to indict him for 
perjury , so do not be afraid to abide by your agreement.^ 
Theaet Well, so it shall be, if you wish it 
SocR. Tell me, then • you are learning some geometry from 
Theodorus ? 

Theaet. Yes 

D. SocR. And astronomy and harmonics and anthmetic ? 
Theaet I certainly do my best to learn. 

SocR. So do I, from him and from anyone else who seems to 
understand these things. I do moderately well in general, 
but aU the same I am puzzled about one small matter which 
you and our fnends must help me to think out. Tell me 
IS it not true that learnmg about something means becoming 
wiser in that matter ’ 

Theaet. Of course 

SocR. And what makes people wise is wisdom, I suppose. 
Theaet Yes. 

E SocR. And IS that in any way different from knowledge ? 
Theaet Is what different ’ 

SocR Wisdom Are not people wise in the things of which 
they have knowledge ? 

Theaet Certainly 

SocR Then knowledge and wisdom are the same thing ? 
Theaet. Yes 

SocR Well, that is precisely what I am puzzled about; 
I cannot make out to my own satisfaction what knowledge is. 
146. Can we answer that question ? What do you all say ? 
Which of us will speak first ? Everyone who misses 
shall ‘ sit down and be donkey', as children say when 

* I question Burnet’s punctuation here The last sentence seems to mean 
Even il he were on oath, there is no one to indict him for perjury, but you 
can keep yoa^agreemeut without fear of getting him into trouble by not 
tatping’ilpii to hi?«aatimate ’ 
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146. they are playing at ball, anyone who gets through without 
missing shall be kmg and have the right to make us answer 
any question he hkes Why are you all silent ? I hope, 
Theodorus, that my passion for argument is not making me 
ill-mannered, in my eagerness to start a conversation and set 
lis all at ease with one another hke friends ^ 

B. Theod. Not at all, Socrates , there is nothing ill-mannered 
in that But please ask one of these young people to answer 
your questions , I am not at home in an abstract discussion 
of this sort, nor likely to become so at my age But it is 
]ust the thing for them, and they have a far better prospect of 
improvement, youth, indeed, is capable of improving at 
anything. So do not let Theaetetus off, go on putting 
your questions to him 

SocR You hear what Theodorus says, Theaetetus. I do 
c. not think you will want to disobey him ; and it would be 
wrong for you not to do what an older and wiser man bids 
you So tell me, in a generous spirit, what you think 
knowledge is 

Theaet Well, Socrates, I cannot refuse, since you and 
Theodorus ask me Anyhow, if I do make a mistake, you 
will set me right. 

SocR. By all means, if we can 

Theaet. Then I think the things one can learn from 
Theodorus are knowledge—^geometry and all the sciences 
you mentioned just now, and then there are the crafts of 

D. the cobbler and other workmen Each and all of these are 
knowledge and nothing else 

Sock You are generous indeed, my dear Theaetetus— 
so open-handed that, when you are asked for one simple 
thing, you offer a whole vanety 
Theaet. What do you mean, Socrates ’ 

SocR There may be nothing in it, but I will explain what 
my notion is When you speak of cobbling, you mean by 
that word precisely a knowledge of shoe-making ? 

Theaet Precisely 

E. SocR And when you speak of carpentry, you mean just a 
knowledge of how to make wooden furniture ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

SocR. In both cases, then, you are defimng what the craft 
IS a knowledge of ? 

Theaet Yes 

SocR But the question you were asked, Theaetetus, was 
not, what are the objects of knowledge, nor yet how many 
zi 
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146E sorts of knowledge there are. We did not want to count 
them, but to find out what the thing itself—^knowledge—is. 
Is there nothing in that ? 

Theaet No, you are quite right. 

147. SocR Take another example Suppose we were asked 
about some obvious common thing, for instance, what clay 
is; it would be absurd to answer. potters’ clay, and oven- 
makers’ clay, and brick-makers’ clay. 

Theaet. No doubt. 

SocR To begm with, it is absurd to imagine that our 
answer conveys any meanmg to the questioner, when we use 
the word ‘ clay ’, no matter whose clay we call it—the doU- 
B. maker’s or any other craftsman’s You do not suppose a 
man can understand the name of a thmg, when he does not 
know what the thing is ? 

Theaet. Certainly not 

SocR. Then, if he has no idea of knowledge, ' knowledge 
about shoes ' conveys nothmg to him ? 

Theaet. No 

SocR. ‘ Cobblery ’, in fact, or the name of any other art has 
no meaning for anyone who has no conception of knowledge. 
Theaet That is so. 

SocR Then, when we are asked what knowledge is, it is 
absurd to reply by giving the name of some art The answer 
IS . ‘ knowledge of so-and-so ’; but that was not what the 
c. question called for. 

Theaet. So it seems. 

SocR. And besides, we are going an interminable way 
round, when our answer might be qmte short and simple. 
In this question about clay, for instance, the simple and 
ordinary thing to say is that day is earth mixed with 
moisture, never mind whose clay it may be. 

Theaet It appears easy now, Socrates, when you put it 
like that The meaning of your question seems to be the 
same sort of thmg as a point that came up when your 
D. namesake, Socrates here, and I were talking not long ago.^ 
SocR 'Wiiat was that, Theaetetus ? 

Theaet. Theodorus here was proving to us something 
about square roots, namely, that the sides (or roots) of 
squares representing three square feet and five square feet 

* The following passage is discussed and interpreted by Sir Thomas Heath. 
Gruk Mathsmatics, 1.155, and The Thirteen Books of Euclid's Elements, u, 288 
Theaetetus’ friend, the young Socrates, takes his place as respondent in the 
Statesman 
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147D. are not commensurable in length with the line representing 
one foot; and he went on m this way, taking all the separate 
cases up to the root of seventeen square feet There for 
some reason he stopped. The idea occurred to us, seeing 
that these square roots were evidently infinite in number, 
to try to arrive at a single collective term by which we 
E. could designate all .these roots. 

SocR And did you find one ? 

Theaet. I thmk so ; but I should like your opinion. 
SocR Go on. 

Theaet. We divided number in general into two classes. 
Any number which is the product of a number multiplied 
by itself we hkened to the square figure, and we called such 
a number ' square ’ or ‘ equilateral ’. 

SocR. Well done! 

Theaet. Any intermediate number, such as 3 or 5 or any 
148. number that cannot be obtained by multiplymg a number 
by itself, but has one factor either greater or less than the 
other, so that the sides contaimng the correspondmg figure 
are always unequal, we hkened to the oblong figure, and we 
called it an oblong number. 

SocR Excellent; and what next ? 

Theaet All the Imes which form the four equal sides of 
the plane figure representmg the equilateral number we 
defined as length, while those which form the sides of squares 
B. equal m area to the oblongs we called ‘ roots '(surds), as not 
bemg commensurable with the others m length, but only in 
the plane areas to which their squares are equal. And there 
is another distmction of the same sort in the case of sohds 
SocR Nothing could be better, my young friends ; I am 
sure there will be no prosecutmg Theodorus for false witness 
Theaet. But, Socrates, I cannot answer your question 
about knowledge as we answered the question about the 
length and the root. And yet you seem to want some¬ 
thing of that kind; so, on the contrary, it does appear 
that Theodorus was not speaking the truth, 
c. SocR Wliy, if he had praised your powers of running 
and declared that he had never met with a young man 
who was so good a runner, and then you had been beaten 
in a race by the greatest of runners at the height of his 
powers, do you think that his praise would have been any 
the less truthful ? 

Theaet. No, I don’t. 

SocR. Well, as I said just now, do you fancy it is a small 
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148c. matter to discover the nature of knowledge? Is it not 
one of the hardest questions ? 

Theaet. One of the very hardest, I should say. 

SocR. You may be reassured, then, about Theodorus’ 

D. account of you, and set your mind on finding a definition 
of knowledge, as of anything else, with aU the zeal at your 
command. 

Theaet. If it depends on my zeal, Socrates, the truth 
will come to hght 

SocR. Forward, then, on the way you have just shown 
so well. Take as a model your answer about the roots: 
just as you found a smgle character to embrace all that 
multitude, so now try to find a smgle formula that apphes 
to the many lands of knowledge. 

E. Theaet. But I assure you, Socrates, I have often set 
myself to study that problem, when I heard reports of the 
questions you ask. But I cannot persuade myself that 
I can give any satisfactory solution or that anyone has 
ever stated m my hearing the sort of answer you require. 
And yet I cannot get the question out of my mind 

SocR My dear Theaetetus, that is because your nund is 
not empty or barren. You are suffering the pains of travail, 
Theaet I don’t know about that, Socrates I am only 
tellmg you how I feel. 

149. SoCR How absurd of you, never to have heard that I 
am the son of a midwife, a fine buxom woman called 
Phaenarete! 

Theaet I have heard that 

SocR. Have you also been told that I practise the same 
art ? 

Theaet. No, never 

SocR. It IS true, though; only don’t give away my secret 
It IS not known that I possess this skill, so the ignorant 
world describes me m other terms as an eccentric person 
who reduces people to hopeless perplexity Have you been 
told that too ? 

B. Theaet I have 

SocR Shall I teU you the reason ? 

Theaet. Please do 

SoCR. Consider, then, how it is with all nudwives , that 
will help you to understand what I mean I dare say you 
know that they never attend other women m childbirth 
so long as they themselves can conceive and bear children, 
but only when they are too old for that. 
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149B. Theaet. Of course 

SocR. They say that is because Artemis, the patroness 
of childbirth, is herself childless, and so, while she did 
not allow barren women to be midwives, because it is 
c. beyond the power of human nature to achieve skill without 
any experience, she assigned the privilege to women who 
were past child-bearing, out of respect to their likeness 
to herself 

Theaet That sounds hkely 

SocR And it is more than likely, is it not, that no one 
can tell so well as a midwife whether women are pregnant 
or not ? 

Theaet Assuredly 

SocR Moreover, with the drugs and incantations they 
D admmister, midwives can either bring on the pains of 
travail or allay them at their will, make a difficult labour 
easy, and at an early stage cause a miscarriage if they so 
decide 

Theaet True. 

SocR. Have you also observed that they are the cleverest 
match-makers, having an unerring skill in selectmg a pair 
whose marriage will produce the best children ? 

Theaet. I was not aware of that 
SocR Well, you may be sure they pride themselves on 
E. that more than on cuttmg the umbilical cord Consider 
the knowledge of the sort of plant or seed that should be 
sown m any given soil, does not that go together with 
skill m tenduig and harvesting the fruits of the earth ? 
They are not two different arts ’ 

Theaet. No, the same 

SocR And so with a woman , skill in the sowing is not 
to be separated from skdl in the harvesting ? 

Theaet Probably not 

150. SocR No , only, because there is that wrong and ignorant 
way of bringing together man and woman which they 
call pandering, midwives, out of self-respect, are shy even 
of matchmakmg, for fear of falling under the accusation 
of pandering Yet the genuine midwife is the only suc¬ 
cessful matchmaker. 

Theaet. That is clear 

SocR All this, then, hes within the midwife's province, 
but her performance falls short of mine It is not the 
way of women sometimes to bnng forth real children, 
B. sometimes mere phantoms, such that it is hard to tell the 
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150B. one from the other If it were so, the highest and noblest 
task of the midwife would be to discern the real from the 
unreal, would it not ? 

Theaet I agree. 

Sock. My art of midwifery is in general like theirs ; the 
only difference is that my patients are men, not women, 
and my concern is not with the body but with the soul 
that is in travail of birth And the highest pomt of my 

c. art IS the power to prove by every test whether the off¬ 
spring of a young man’s thought is a false phantom or 
instmct with life and truth I am so far like the midwife, 
that I cannot myself give birth to wisdom , and the common 
reproach is true, that, though I question others, I can 
myself bring nothing to light because there is no wisdom 
m me. The reason is this; heaven constrains me to serve 
as a midwife, but has debarred me from giving birth. 

D. So of myself I have no sort of wisdom, nor has any dis¬ 
covery ever been born to me as the child of my soul. Those 
who frequent my company at first appear, some of them, 
quite unmtelligent, but, as we go further with our dis¬ 
cussions, all who are favoured by heaven make progress 
at a rate that seems surpnsmg to others as well as to them¬ 
selves, although It IS dear that they have never learnt 
anythmg from me , the many admirable truths they brmg 
to birth have been discovered by themselves from withm 
But the dehvery is heaven’s work and mme. 

E. The proof of this is that many who have not been conscious 
of my assistance but have made light of me, thinking it 
was all their own doing, have left me sooner than they 
should, whether under others’ influence or of their own 
motion, and thenceforward suffered miscarriage of then- 
thoughts through falling mto bad company ; and they have 
lost the children of whom I had delivered them by brmg- 
mg them up badly, carmg more for false phantoms than 
for the true; and so at last their lack of understandmg 

151. has become apparent to themselves and to everyone else. 
Such a one was Aristides, son of Lysimachus, and there 
have been many more When they come back and beg 
for a renewal of our intercourse with extravagant protesta¬ 
tions, sometimes the di-vme wammg that comes to me 
forbids it, with others it is permitted, and these hegm 
agam to make progress In yet another way, those who 
seek my company have the same expenence as a woman 
■with child; they suffer the pains of labour and, by night 
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151, and day, are fuU of distress far greater than a woman’s , 

B. and my art has power to bnng on these pangs or to allay 
them. So it fares with these ; but there are some, Theae- 
tetus, whose minds, as I judge, have never conceived at 
aU I see that they have no need of me and with all good¬ 
will I seek a match for them Without boasting unduly, 
I can guess pretty well whose society will profit them I 
have arranged many of these matches with Prodicus, and 
with other men of inspired sagacity. 

And now for the upshot of this long discourse of mine. 
I suspect that, as you yourself believe, your mind is in labour 
with some thought it has conceived Accept, then, the 
c. ministration of a midwife’s son who himself practises his 
mother’s art, and do the best you can to answer the ques¬ 
tions I ask Perhaps when I examine your statements I 
may judge one or another of them to be an unreal phantom. 
If I then take the abortion from you and cast it away, 
do not be savage with me like a woman robbed of her 
first child. People have often felt hke that towards me 
and been positively ready to bite me for taking away 
some foohsh notion they have conceived. They do not see 
that I am doing them a kmdness They have not learnt 
D. that no divinity is ever ill-disposed towards man, nor is 
such action on my part due to unkmdness , it is only that 
I am not permitted to acquiesce in falsehood and suppress 
the truth. 

So, Theaetetus, start agam and try to explain what 
knowledge is. Never say it is beyond your power , it wiU 
not be so, if heaven wiDs and you take courage 

Midwifery and Anamnesis —It is sigmflcant that this introduc¬ 
tory conversation runs closely parallel with the first part of an 
earlier dialogue, the Meno. When asked to define Virtue, Meno 
made the same mistake as Theaetetus, offering a list of virtues 
instead of a definition of the ' single form ’ common to them all. 
Socrates’ illustration of a correct definition (' Figure ’ means ' the 
boundary of a sohd ’) was drawn, as here, from mathematics. 
Meno’s complamt that Socrates does nothmg but reduce others to 
perplexity is here quoted by Socrates himself.^ At this point there 
follows in the Theaetetus the description of the art of midwifery, 
in the Meno the theory of Anamnesis —that all learning is the 

Meno 79X. ijKovov ori ai> ovScv aAAo ^ aurd? t« airofiets koX rails dUAouf 
iroKis Anopeiv Theaet 149X, \iyovot art aroTTt&TarSs {anopcoraros 
con] Stallb ) el/u *al wouo rotis avBpwrrovs arropety, 

27 



THEAETETUS 


143d-151d 


recovery of latent knowledge always possessed by the immortal 
soul 1 One of the few valuable remarks of the Anonymous Com¬ 
mentator IS upon the equivalence of these two conceptions 
' Socrates calls himself a midwife because his method of teaching 
was of that kind , . for he prepared his pupils themselves to 
make statements about the subject by unfolding their natural 
ideas and articulating them, in accordance with the doctrine that 
what IS called learning is really recollection, and that every human 
soul has had a vision of reality, and needs, not to have knowledge 
put into it, but to recollect ’ (on 149A) There is some evidence 
that the historic Socrates professed the art of a spiritual midwife * , 
but Anamnesis appears first in the middle group of dialogues and 
provides the link between two Platonic doctrines the eternal 
nature of the human soul and the ' separate ’ existence of Forms, 
the proper objects of knowledge The probable inference is that 
Anamnesis was a theory which squared the profession and practice 
of Socrates with Plato's discovery of the separately existing Forms 
and his conversion from Socratic agnosticism to a belief in im¬ 
mortality 

Now the TheaeUius will later have much to say about memory. 
Why is there no mention of that peculiar impersonal memory of 
knowledge possessed before birth > There is no ground for sup¬ 
posing that Plato ever abandoned the theory of Anamnesis It 
cannot be mentioned in the Theaeieius, because it presupposes 
that we know the answer to the question here to be raised afresh • 
What is the nature of knowledge and of its objects ’ For the 
same reason all mention of the Forms is, so far as possible, excluded 
The dialogue is concerned only with the lower kinds of cognition, 
our awareness of the sense-world and judgments involvmg the per¬ 
ception of sensible objects. Common sense might maintain that, 
if this is not all the ' knowledge ’ we possess, whatever else can 
be called knowledge is somehow extracted from such experience. 
The purpose of the dialogue is to examme and reject this claim 
of the sense-world to furnish anything that Plato will call ' know¬ 
ledge ’. The Forms are excluded m order that we may see how 
we can get on without them; and the negative conclusion of the 
whole discussion means that, as Plato had taught ever since the 
discovery of the Forms, without them there is no knowledge at all 

The Marks of Knowledge —^The Greek word for ‘knowledge’, 
like the English, can mean either the faculty of knowing or that 
which IS known The problem here is to define the faculty or 
function of knowing, though it cannot be defined without reference 
’ On Anamnesis, see Introd , p 2 * Aristophanes, Clouds 137 
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to its objects If we are to decide whether sensation or perception 
or belief is to be called knowledge or not, we must assume certain 
marks that any candidate for the title must possess. As Plato 
argues elsewhere,^ it is a question partly of the inherent qualities 
of our state of mind, partly of the nature of the objects, and from 
differences in the state of mind differences m the objects can be 
inferred In Republic V this is applied to the contrast between 
Knowledge {yvoiaii) and Opinion (Sd{a), in the wide sense which 
covers all acquaintance with sensible things and judgments about 
them The states of mind differ in that knowledge is infallible, 
whereas opinion may be true or false. It is inferred that the 
objects of knowledge must be completely real and unchanging, while 
the objects of opinion are not wholly real and are mutable 
So here, these two marks of knowledge are assumed at the outset 
Socrates will point out that Theaetetus’ identification of perception 
with knowledge means that perception is infallible and has the 
real for its object (152c) Hence what the dialogue proves is that 
neither sense-perception nor judgment ( 66 $a) of the types con¬ 
sidered possesses both these marks We shall find that perception, 
although with due qualifications it may be called infallible, has 
not the real for its object 

The discussion falls into three main parts, in which the claims 
of (I) Perception, (II) True Opinion or Behef, (III) True Belief 
accompanied by an ‘ account ’ or explanation of some kind, are 
examined and rejected 

I The Claim of Perception to be Knowledge 
151D-E. Theaetetus identifies knowledge with perception 
Plato naturally starts with the position of common sense, that 
knowledge comes to us from the external world through the senses 
In his own view this is the lowest type of cognition , he works 
upwards from beneath towards the world of intelhgible objects, 
so as to see whether we can find knowledge at these lower levels 
without havmg to cross the boundary between the sensible and 
the intelligible. 

151D Theaet WeU, Socrates, with such encouragement from 
a person like you, it would be a shame not to do one’s 
best to say what one can It seems to me that one who 
E knows something is perceiving the thing he knows, and, 
so far as I can see at present, knowledge is nothing but 
perception 

SocR. Good , that is the right spirit m which to express 

‘ Rep V, 477 ff 
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151E. one's opinion But now suppose we examine your offspring 
together, and see whether it is a mere wmd-egg or has 
some Hfe in it. Perception, you say, is knowledge ? 
Theaet. Yes 

The Meaning of ' Perception —In ordinary usage aesihesis, 
translated ‘ perception ’, has a wide range of meanings, mcluding 
sensation, our awareness of outer objects or of facts,i feelings, 
emotions, etc. At 156B the term is said to cover perceptions 
(sight, hearing, smell), sensations of heat and cold, pleasures and 
pains, and even emotions of desue and fear. All these are seated 
in the sentient part of the soul, mseparably associated with the 
body® Theaetetus’ words, 'one who knows something is per- 
ceivmg the thmg he knows ’, suggest that he is chiefly thmking 
of perception of external objects, and the cnticism which follows 
narrows down the word to that sense or at least treats sense- 
perception of external objects as typical of all aesihesis. The only 
case analysed is vision. 

131E-152C. Dialectical conibimtion of Theaetetus' position with 
Protagoras' doctrine 

Socrates at once starts upon the dialectical treatment of Theaete¬ 
tus' suggestion. ‘ Dialectical' has some implications which may 
escape the modern reader He will readily understand that dia¬ 
lectic means a co-operative inquiry earned on in conversation be¬ 
tween two or more minds that are equally bent, not on getting 
the better of the argument, but on amvmg at the truth. A tenta¬ 
tive suggestion (‘ hypothesis') put forward by one speaker is cor¬ 
rected and improved until the full meaning is clearly stated. The 
criticism that follows may end in complete rejection or lead on to 
another suggestion which (if the exammation has been skilfully 
conducted) ought to approach nearer to the truth ® In the present 
instance three successive suggestions will be made, and all will be 
rejected 

A less familiar feature of dialectic is the treatment of current 

• Anstotle, Politics 1276A, ag • Babylon was so huge that when the city 
feU, it was three days before some of the inhabitants became aware of the 
event (aloScodai] At ie anima, 19, Aristotle remarks that thinking 
and the exercise of inteUigence are commonly regarded as ' a sort of percep¬ 
tion for m both the soul discerns and becomes acquainted with somethmg 
that exists 

• Timaeus 42A 

• Cf Theaei 187B, where Socrates, after Theaetetus' first definition of 
knowledge has been rejected, says: ' Blot out all we have been saying and 
see if you can get a clearer view from the position you have now reached 
Tell us once more what knowledge is ' 
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views, whether popular or philosophic. Aristotle regularly begins 
his treatises with a review of received opinions, proceeding on the 
avowed assumption that any belief accepted by common sense or 
put forward by wise men is hkely to contam some measure of truth, 
however faultily expressed. It is the business of dialectic, by sym¬ 
pathetic comparison and cnticism, to elicit these contnbutions and 
to make the best that can be made of them. It is here that a modem 
reader is hkely to be misled. He will expect a philosopher who 
cnticises another philosopher to feel himself bound by the histoncal 
question, what that other philosopher actually meant But neither 
Plato nor Aristotle is wntmg the history of philosophy , rather they 
are philosophismg and concerned only to obtam what light they 
can from any quarter. We can never assume, as a matter of course, 
that the construction they put upon the doctnnes of other philos¬ 
ophers IS faithful to histone fact 
Plato’s procedure here is a classic example of dialectical method. 
The first object is to bnng to light the full meaning of the bare 
statement that perception is knowledge. This is accomphshed in 
the first section of the argument endmg (i6oe) with the remark that 
Theaetetus’ ctuld has now been brought to birth Socrates also 
says that, m the course of elucidation, Theaetetus’ identification of 
perception with knowledge ‘ has turned out to coinade ’ with the 
Heracleitean doctrme that all things are m motion and the Pro- 
tagorean dictum that man is the measure of all thmgs What has 
really happened is that Plato has given an account of the nature of 
perception which involves elements taken from Protagoras and 
Heracleitus—elements that Plato himself accepts as true when they 
are guarded and hmited with the necessary quahfications. Pro¬ 
tagoras and Heracleitus, m fact, are handled as if they were parties 
to the discussion who could be laid under contribution.^ Having 
adopted these elements Of truth, Plato -will be free, m the subsequent 
cnticism, to pomt out what he will not accept from Protagoras and 
the extreme Heracleiteans. 

151E. SocR. The account you give of the nature of knowledge 
152. is not, by any means, to be despised It is the same that 
was given by Protagoras, though he stated it in a somewhat 
different way. He says, you will remember, that ‘ man is 
the measure of all thmgs—ahke of the bemg of thmgs that 
are and of the not-bemg of things that are not ’. No doubt 
you have read that. 

1 Compare Socrates' proposal to ‘ follow up ’ the meaning of Protagoras' 
saying (iwaKo^ovdi^acunev aur^ 152B) With Aristotle, Met, 985A, 4 ' If we 

were to follow out (flKoXovBoiiq) Empedocles' view and mterpret it according 
to its meanmg and not to its hspmg expression, we should hnd , ' 
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152, Theaet Yes, often 

SocR. He puts it ^ m this sort of way, doesn’t he ?— that 
any given thing 'is to me such as it appears to me, and is 
to you such as it appears to you,’ you and I being men 
Theaet Yes, that is how he puts it. 

B SocR. Well, what a wise man says is not likely to be non¬ 
sense. So let us follow up his meaning. Sometimes, when 
the same wind is blowing, one of us feels chilly, the other 
does not; or one may feel slightly chilly, the other quite 
cold 

Theaet Certainly 

SocR. Well, m that case are we to say that the wind m 
itself IS cold or not cold ? Or shall we agree with Protagoras 
that it IS cold to the one who feels chilly, and not to the 
other ? 

Theaet. That seems reasonable. 

SocR And further that it so ' appears ' to each of us ? 
Theaet. Yes 

SocR. And ' appears ’ means that he ' perceives ’ it so ? * 
Theaet True 

c. SocR. ‘ Appeanng' then, is the same thing as ' perceiving', 
m the case of what is hot or anything of that kind. They, 
are to each man such as he perceives them. 

Theaet. So it seems. 

SocR Perception, then, is always of something that ts, 
and, as being knowledge, it is mfalhble 
Theaet That is clear. 

The mam point here is stated m Socrates’ last speech. ' Percep¬ 
tion IS knowledge ’ means that perception is an infallible apprehen¬ 
sion of what ts, or is real These are the two marks of knowledge, 
which any candidate to the title must possess 

Theaetetus’ statement, so mterpreted, certainly does not exhaust 
the meaning of Protagoras’ saymg. Protagoras’ word ' appears ’ 
was not confined to what appears real to me m sense-perception ; 
it included, as we shall see later, what appears true to me, what I 

* Aey« can mean ' say ' or ' mean ’ Since Crat 386A repeats the formula 
in almost the same words, it may well be a quotation 

’ Ast's conjecture ' aloffaycrai' for aloSaytoSai i3 confirmed by the Berlin 
papyrus (Diels, Vors * u, 228) Cf 1648, TO 6^ ye * oC;i^ dp^ ’ ' o^k ^nicrraTai ’ 

ioTiv 

■ (ftavracta IS Simply the substantive corresponding to the verb tj^aheoBai, as 
at Soph 264A (p 319) We can substitute Theaetetus* word aio^dveTai for 
Protagoras' word (^aiwrat without change of meamng 
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think or judge to be true ^ On that pomt Plato will part company 
with Protagoras , but here, as the qualification ' in the case of what 
IS hot or anything of that kind' indicates, we are taking only the 
relevant application of the doctrine to the immediate perception of 
sensible qualities 

So far as the infallibility of such perception is concerned, we shall 
see that Theaetetiis, Protagoras, and Plato are in agreement The 
second claim—that what appears to me in perception ‘ is ', or 
exists, or is real—^is at present ambiguous and obscure Protagoras 
IS represented as assertmg that when the wind appears cold to me, 
then it IS cold to me, however it may appear and be to you Neither 
of US has any ground for saying that the other is wrong Each is 
the sole measure or cntenon or judge ^ of the existence or reality 
for him of what he perceives What remains obscure is the meaning 
of the addition ‘ tome' or ' for me ' It is probable that Protagoras 
actually meant something different from the construction put upon 
the phrase by Plato for his own purpose 

Socrates, m his illustration from the wind, introduces a distinc¬ 
tion between what may be called the sense-object and the physical 
object. There are two different sense-objects, the coolness that 
appears to me and the warmth that appears to you There is one 
physical object, ‘ the same wind ’ that is blowing How are the 
two sense-objects related to the smgle physical object ? Socrates 
asks whether the wind in itself is cold or not Did Protagoras 
think that the cold and the warmth were quahties (or perhaps 
rather ' thmgs ’) both residmg in a neutral or pubhc physical object, 
the wind m itself ? The answer suggested by Socrates as Pro- 
tagorean is that the wmd is cold to htm who feels chilly, but not to 
the other This is open to several mterpretations. The ambiguity 
may be intentional It would be entirely m accordance with 
dialectical procedure that Plato should ignore what Protagoras 
actually meant and adopt such a construction of his words as would 
contribute to his own analysis of sense-perception ® Two possible 
interpretations are as follows. 

(i) The wind in itself is both warm and cold ' Warm ' and ‘ Cold' 
are two properties which can co-exist in the same physical object 
I perceive the one, you perceive the other. ' The wind is cold 
to me ' means that the cold is the property that appears to me or 

1 Diog L IX, 15 ' Protagoras held that the mmd consists solely of the 

senses ' This is probably a false inference from our passage, to which Diogenes 
refers 

• At 178B Plato uses the word npiT-fipiov, and at i6oc Kpirqs 

* So the Anonymous Commentator ‘ Plato himself knew that Protagoras’ 
opinion about knowledge was not the same as Theaetetus' Hence the words 
KivSuveu'fir , , , ra avrd TaSra’ (15IB) 
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affects me, though it is not the property that appears to or affects 
you To say simply that ' the wind is cold' would naturally be 
taken to imply that it was not warm. But in fact it is both , so 
we add ‘ to me meaning that I am aware of that property, though 
you are aware of the other. 

(2) The wind t« itself %s neither warm nor cold. It has neither of 
the properties we severally perceive and is not itself perceptible ; 
it IS something that eidsts outside us and originates my feeling of 
cold and yours of warmth. Our sense-objects, the warm and the 
cold, do not exist independently in the pubhc physical object, but 
only come into existence when the act of perceivmg them takes 
place. ' The wind is cold to me ’ means that it is not cold m itself 
apart from me, but only gives me the feeling of cold This cold 
which ‘ appears ’ to me exists for me as a pnvate object of percep¬ 
tion of which I alone can be aware. The fact that your pnvate 
object is different does not justify you in discrediting my perception 
as false or denymg that its object exists, or is real ^ 

It is probable that Protagoras held the first and simpler of these 
two views *—^that the wmd is both warm and cold The second 
view IS an essential feature in the theory of perception presently to 
be advanced as a ‘ secret doctrine ’—^a phrase which imphes that it 
was not to be found in Protagoras’ book The first view has not 
broken with the naive realism of common sense, which does not 
doubt that objects have the qualities we perceive. It agrees with 
the doctnne of Protagoras’ contemporary Anaxagoras, who taught 
that opposite quahties (or things) such as ‘ the hot ’ and ' the cold ’ 
co-exist inseparably in things outside us, and that perception is by 
contraries ‘ What is just as warm or just as cold (as the sentient 
organ) neither warms nor cools on its approach, we do not become 
1 Professor Taylor [Plato, the Man and his Wor/t, 1926, p 326) thinks that 
the view Plato ascnbes to Protagoras ‘ denies that there is a common real 
World which can be known by two percipients. ReaUty itself is individual 
in the sense that I live in a private world known only to me, you in another 
pnvate world known only to you Thus if I say the wind is unpleasantly 
hot and you that it is disagreeably chilly, we both speak the truth, for each 
of us is speaking of a " real " wind, but of a *' real" wind which belongs to 
that private world to which he, and only he, has access No two of these 
pnvate worlds have a single constituent m common, and that is precisely why 
it can be held that each of us is infallible about his own private world 
Protagoras . denies the reality of the "common environment" pre¬ 
supposed by " intra-subjective intercourse ” ’ 

This mterpretation seems to me much too advanced for Protagoras’ date, 
and it contradicts the language of our passage, for it asserts that there are 
two real winds, both private and totally unconnected, whereas Socrates says 
' when the same wind is blowmg ’ and asks if ‘ the wind in itself ' is cold or not 
* Cf Brochard, Etudes de Philosophic (Pans, 1926), Protagoras et Ddmocnte, 
Plut adv Colot 4. 1109 ff, for " both hot and cold ", 
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aware of the sweet or the sour by means of those quahties them¬ 
selves ; rather we become aware of the cold by means of the hot, 
of the sweet by means of the sour, according to the deficiency (in us) 
of any given quahty; for he says they are all present m us.' ^ 
If Protagoras accounted for the same wmd feehng cold to me and 
warm to you by the obvious explanation (suggested below at 
158E ff.) that I am already hot, you are cold, the agreement with 
Anaxagoras is clear. Both, again, are at one with Heracleitus, on 
the point that opposites co-exist inseparably ^ In the mam fifth- 
century controversy, the Eastern or Ionian tradition mamtained 
that the senses were to be trusted and that thmgs were mixtures of 
the opposites apprehended by sense. The Western tradition in¬ 
cluded the Eleatics, who denied the evidence of the senses and the 
reality of the opposites. They mfluenced the Atomists, who said 
that the sensible opposites were ' conventional' (subjective), not 
properties of the ' real ’ atoms. Protagoras’ doctrme must have 
been a reply to the Eleatic demal of appearances It is probable 
that he would maintain that ‘ hot ’ and ‘ cold ’ could co-exist m the 
same real thing without any contradiction Fmally, this view is 
supported by Sextus ® : ' Protagoras says that matter contams 
the underlying grounds of aU appearances, so that matter con¬ 
sidered as mdependent can be all the thmgs that appear to all 
Men apprehend different things at different tunes accordmg to 
variations m theur conditions. One in a normal state apprehends 
those thmgs m matter which cein appear to a normal person; a 
man m an abnormal state apprehends what can appear to the 
abnormal. The same applies to different times of Ufe, to the states 
of sleepmg or waking, and to every sort of condition. So man 
proves, according to him, to be the cntenon of what exists • every- 
thmg that appears to man also exists, what appears to no man does 
not exist.’ If Protagoras held this view, his doctrme was not 
‘ subjectivist ’, and even the term ‘ relativism ’ is dangerously mis- 
leadmg. For hun both the sense-objects exist independently of any 
percipient. The hot and the cold, together with any other proper¬ 
ties we can perceive in the wmd, would constitute ‘ the wmd m 
itself '. Smce at this date such properties were regarded as ‘ thmgs', 
not as quahties needing some other ‘ thmg' to possess and support 
them, Protagoras would deny that the wmd was anything more 

1 Theophrastus, de Sensu 28 (on Anaxagoras). 

* Sextus, Pyrrh. Hyp u, 63 ' Because honey seems bitter to some, sweet 

to others, Democntus said it 13 neither sweet nor sour, Heracleitus that it was 
both ’ 

* Pyyfh Hyp 1, 218 Sextus was no doubt influenced by the Theaiteius, 
but appears to have had mdependent sources also 
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than the sum of these properties, which alone appear to us ' What 
appears to no man does not exist ’ 

The conclusion is that the second view, presently to be formulated 
—the wind in itself is neither warm nor cold till it meets vrith a 
percipient—^is a construction put by Plato himself on Protagoras’ 
ambiguous statement. By a legitimate extension of the historic 
doctime, Plato adapts it to the theory he intends to attribute to 
the ' more refined ’ thinkers. 

152C-153D. Dialectical comhmation with the Heracleitean doctrine 
of Flux 

Plato next introduces another element required for his theory 
of sense-perception It is drawn from Heracleitus • ' All things 
axe in motion ’ The suggestion that Protagoras taught this as a 
‘ secret doctnne ’ to his ‘ pupils ’ would deceive no one Protagoras 
had no school. anyone could attend his lectures and read his books 
Plato is hintmg that the doctrme of umversal flux is really drawn 
from another quarter, and he goes on to attribute it to Homer and 
all philosophers except Parmemdes There is no more ground here 
for infemng that Protagoras was a Heracleitean than for infernng 
that Homer was one Plato’s intention is to accept from Heracleitus 
the doctnne that all sensible objects are perpetually changing—a 
fundamental prmciple of his own philosophy. But to Plato sensible 
objects axe not ' all things ’ He will later point out that the un- 
restncted assertion, ‘ All thmgs are always changing ’, makes know¬ 
ledge impossible 

152c SoCR Can it be, then, that Protagoras was a very mgenious 
person who threw out this dark saying for the benefit of the 
common herdhke ourselves, and reserved the truth as a secret 
doctnne to be revealed to his disciples ^ ^ 

D. Theaet. What do you mean by that, Socrates ? 

SocR I will teU you , and mdeed the doctrme is a remark¬ 
able one. It declares that nothing is one thing just by itself, 
nor can you rightly call it by some definite name, nor even 
say it is of any definite sort On the contrary, if you call 
it ‘ large ’, it will be found to be also small. if ' heavy ’, to 
be also light, and so on all through, because nothing is one 
thing or some thing or of any defimte sort AH the things 
we are pleased to say ‘ are really are in process of becommg, 
as a result of movement and change and of blending one 

^ Truth was the title of Protagoras' booh which opened with the famous 
saymg At i6oa Socrates again suggests, ironically, that this Truth may 
have been speaking in cryptic oracles 
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152E. with another.^ We are wrong to speak of them as ‘ being 
for none of them ever is , they are always becommg In 
this matter let us take it that, with the exception of Par- 
memdes, the whole series of philosophers agree—Protagoras, 
Heracleitus, Empedocles—^and among the poets the greatest 
masters in both kmds, Epicharmus * m comedy, Homer in 
tragedy. When Homer speaks of ' Oceanus, source of the 
gods, and mother Tethys ’,® he means that aU things are 
the offspring of a flowing stream of change. Don't you 
understand him so ? 

Theaet Certainly. 

153. SocE. Who, then, could challenge so great an array, with 
Homerfor its captain, and not make himself a laughing-stock ? 
Theaet. That would be no hght undertakmg, Socrates 
SocR. It would not, Theaetetus Their doctrine that 
‘ being ' (so-called) and ‘ becoming ’ are produced by motion, 

‘ not-being ’ and penshing by rest, is well supported by such 
proofs as these ^ the hot or fire, which generates and 
controls all other things, is itself generated by movement and 
faction—^both forms of change These are ways of pro¬ 
ducing fire, aren’t they ? 

B. Theaet. Yes. 

SocR And further, all livmg things are born by the same 
processes ? ® 

Theaet Assuredly 

SocR Again, the healthy condition of the body is under¬ 
mined by inactivity and mdolence, and to a great extent 
preserved by exercise and motion, isn’t it ? 

Theaet Yes. 

SocR. And so with the condition of the soul. The soul 
acquires knowledge and is kept going and improved by learn¬ 
ing and practice, which are of the nature of movements. By 

1 The Ionian doctnne that things are mixtures of opposites, considered 
as things that can be blended in various proportions This figures in 
Empedocles as the composition of complex substances by the juxtaposition 
of opposed elements Hence Empedocles is included below, though he did 
not hold the Flux doctrine 

* Epicharmus, frag 2 (Diels), iv fiertx^ayq. 8^ rrdvres Trdvra rov )(p6voVi 
ktX 

’ Quoted Crat 402B, with Orphic verses and Hesiod 

* The proofs may be borrowed from the later Heracleitean literature, and 
partly, perhaps, from medical writers under Heracleitean influence Cf 
[Hippocrates] dt victu i 

‘ Was Plato’s source acquainted with the primitive analogy, frequently 
noted by anthropologists, between the sexual act and the Use of the fire-drill ? 
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153B. inactivity, dullness, and neglect of exercise, it leams nothing 
c. and forgets what it has learnt. 

Theaet True. 

SoCR. So, of the two, motion is a good thing for both soul 
and body, and immobihty is bad. 

Theaet So it appears. 

SocR Need I speak further of such things as stagnation in 
air or water, where stillness causes corruption and decay, 
when motion would keep thmgs fresh , or, to complete the 
argument, press into its service that ' golden rope ’ in 
D. Homer,1 proving that he means by it nothmg more nor less 
than the sun, and signifies that so long as the heavens and 
the sun contmue to move round, all things in heaven and 
earth are kept going ; whereas if they were bound down and 
brought to a stand, all thmgs would be destroyed and the 
world, as they say, turned upside down ? 

Theaet I agree with your interpretation, Socrates. 

In this Heracleitean doctrme two propositions may be dis¬ 
tinguished 

(1) The first is essential to the Heracleitean harmony of opposites . 
No contrary can exist apart from its own contrary. TMs is the mean¬ 
ing here given to the statement that ‘ nothmg is one thing just by 
itself'. You cannot give it the name of any contrary, such as 
' large ’ or ' heavy ’, without also calhng it ‘ small' or ‘ hght 
Plato makes this ‘ blending of opposites ’ charactenstic of the par¬ 
ticular things of sense Thus at Rep. 479A ff. against the lover of 
appearances who beheves only m the many beautiful things, not in 
Beauty itself, it is urged that there is no one beautiful thmg that 
will not also appear ugly, and that large or heavy things have no 
better daun to be so called than to be called small or light. This 
mseparabihty of opposites was, as we saw, held also by Protagoras, 
if it is true that he regarded the wmd in itself as both hot and cold. 
Here is the real point of contact between Protagoras, Heradeitus, 
and Plato 

(2) The second proposition is: All the things we speak of as 
having ' bemg ’, never really ‘ are but are always m process of 
becoming, as the result of motion. There is no obvious reason why 
Protagoras should hold this, any more than Anaxagoras did.® But 

I Socrates, m the vein of sophistic interpretation of the poets, misuses the 
passage "where Zeus challenges the gods to see if they can drag him down by 
a golden rope* If he chose to pull his hardest, he could drag them all up with 
earth and sea as well. lUad vm, t8 ff, 

* Sextus indeed [Pyrrh Hyp i, 217 = Vors 74A, 14) says Protagoras held 
that * matter is in flux * (71^^ efycu), and as it flows waste is 
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as applied to sensible things, Plato accepted the Heracleitean thesis.^ 
The real being of intelligible objects is always the same, never 
admitting any kind of modification ; but the many things perceived 
by sense never remain in the same condition m any respect.® This 
pnnciple Plato now builds into his doctrme of sense-perception 
The effect is to modify Protagoras’ statement, ‘ I am the measure of 
what is, what appears to me is to me For this ' is ’ we now 
substitute' becomes In the sphere of perception I am the measure 
of what becomes, but never is , and the Protagorean claim (152c) 
that ' perception is always of what is ’ gives place to the Platonic 
doctnne Perception is always of what is m process of becoming 

153D-154B. Preliminary account of the nature of sense-objects and 
percipients 

The next step is to give a prease meamng to the words ‘ for me ' 
or ' to me ’ in the Protagorean formula, ‘ What appears to me is 
for me or to me ’, and the Platonic formula, ‘ What I perceive becomes 
for me or to me’. The interpretation now to be given is The 
quahty I perceive (my sense-object) becomes or arises at the moment 
when it IS perceived and only for a smgle percipient; it has no 
endurmg independent existence in the physical object at other 
times Here again, if we are nght, Plato is going beyond Protagoras. 

153D SocR. Think of it, then, in this way Fust, to take the case 
of the eyes, you must conceive that what you call white colour 
has no bemg as a distinct thmg outside your eyes nor yet 
mside them, nor must you assign it any fixed place. Other- 
E. wise, of course, it would have its bemg in an assigned place 
and abide there, mstead of arising in a process of becoming 
Theaet WeU, but how am I to thmk of it ? 

SocR. Let us follow out our recent statement and lay it 
down that there is no single thmg that is m and by itself.® 

repaired by additions and our sensations are modified according to various 
times of bfe and bodily conditions This may mean no more than the constant 
waste in our bodies repaired by nutrition (cf Sytnp 2070, Phaedo 87D), an 
alternation of hunger and repletion which would modify the pleasures of 
eating Sextus’ source is unknown He may have been misled by Socrates’ 
dialectical inclusion of Protagoras among the adherents of the Flux doctrine 
(l 52E) 

^ Ar, Met A 6,987a, 3a ; ‘ For having in his youth first become familiar 
with Cratylus and with the Heraclitean doctrines (that all sensible things 
are ever in a state of flux and there is no knowledge about them), these views 
he held even in later years ' (Ross trans ) « Phaedo 780 

• This rather bare and obscure statement here receives a new meaning. 
At 152D cv fiiv avri KaO' avro ovSev tariv meant that no quality (contrary) 
exists without jfs contrary This was compatible with the independent 
existence of qualities. Now fitjSfv avro KaS’ auro tv ov means (as again at 
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153E. On that showing we shall see that black or white or any 
colour you choose is a thing that has arisen out of the meeting 
of our eyes with the appropriate motion. What we say ‘ is ’ 
154 this or that colour will be neither the eye which encounters 
the motion nor the motion which is encountered, but some¬ 
thing which has ansen between the two and is peculiar to 
each several percipient. Or would you be prepared to main¬ 
tain that every colour appears to a dog or any other creature 
just such as it appears to you ? 

Theaet. Certainly not 

SocR Or to another man ? Does anything you please 
appear to him such as it appears to you ? Are you quite 
sure of that ? Are you not much rather sure that it does 
not even appear the same to yourself, because you never 
remaun in the same condition ? 

Theaet. I think that is much nearer the mark 

This preliminary statement, explaming what is meant by ‘ becomes 
for mewill be expanded presently So far, a number of points 
have been very bnefly stated On the side of the object, white 
colour has no permanent bemg anywhere, it mses between the 
sense-organ and the physical object when they encounter Also, it 
is peculiar to the mdividual percipient in two ways my sense-obj ect 
is private to me m that no one else can see just what I see, and 
peculiar m that no two people, looking at the same thing, will see 
preasely similar colours ; nor will even the same person at different 
moments, because the condition of his sense-organ will be always 
varying 

The above statements refer mainly to the object of perception 
It remains to be added that the subject (which at this stage is identi¬ 
fied with the sense-organ, not the mind) must equally have no fixed 
qualities If it earned permanent qualities of its own, it could not 
adapt itself to each new object, those inherent qualities would 
obstruct the required modification of the organ 

154B SocR So then, if the thmg that we measure ourselves 
agamst or the thmg we touch really were large or white 
or hot, it would never become different the moment it en¬ 
countered a different person, supposing it to undergo no 
change in itself And again, if the thmg which measures 
itself against the object or touches it were any one of these 
things (large, white, etc), then, when a different thmg 

156E S and t57A, 8 ) that no thing just by itself (i e apart from a percipient) 
has, existing m it, any single quality that we perceive All such qualities 
arise between it and the percipient at the moment of perception 
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154B. came into contact with it or were somehow modified, it, 
on its side, if it were not affected in itself, would not become 
different. 

The expression ‘ measure ourselves agamst ’ looks at first sight 
like a reference to Protagoras’ ikc of the word in ' Man is the 
measure of all thmgs * Measure' suggests a constant standard 
of reference, a measure which itself perpetually varied would 
be useless. But in the present case the subject is no more constant 
than the object, and the common imphcation of constancy must 
be ruled out. The sense-organ is undergoing perpetual modifica¬ 
tion no less than the external object, and its fluidity offers no 
obstruction to any fresh affection from without. It appears, how¬ 
ever, in the next section that the hteral measurement of a large 
thing against a small is intended 

154B-155D. Some puzzles concerning size and number 
If Socrates now proceeded at once to the fuller statement of 
the theory of sense perception, there would be no difficulty. But 
here Plato interpolates some alleged puzzles about what we call 
' relations ’ of size and number, whose relevance to their context 
IS by no means obvious. Nor is it easy for us to understand why 
anyone should be perplexed by them 

154B SocR. [continues). For as things are,^ we are too easily led 
mto making statements which Protagoras and anyone who 
mamtains the same position would call strange and absurd. 
Theaet. How so ? What statements do you mean ? 
c. SocR Take a simple example, which will make my mean¬ 
ing quite clear When you compare six dice with four, 
we say that the six are more than the four or half as many 
again; while if you compare them with twelve, the six 
are fewer—only half as many—and one cannot say any- 
thmg else Or do you thmk one can ? 

Theaet. Certainly not. 

SocR. Well then, suppose Protagoras or somebody else 
asks you: Can anything become larger or more otherwise 
than by bemg increased ? What will you answer ? 
Theaet. I should answer No, if I were to speak my mind 
D with reference to this last question; but having regard to 
your previous one, I might reply Yes, to guard against 
contradicting myself. 

' As things are (vGv) ^parently means * on the current assumption, 
which has just been denied, that things have permanent qualities 
(cf Anstotle de cash 293 b 29). 
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154D, SocR. An excellent answer; really, you might be inspired. 
But apparently, if you say Yes, it will be hke the situation 
m Eunpides the tongue will be incontrovertible, but not 
the heart 
Theaet. True. 

SocR Now, if you and I were like those clever persons 
who have canvassed all the thoughts of the heart, we might 
E. allow ourselves the luxury of trying one another’s strength 
in a regular sophistical set-to, with a great clashing of 
arguments. But bemg only ordinary people, we shall 
prefer first to study the notions we have m our own mmds 
and find out what they are and whether, when we compare 
them, they agree 01; are altogether inconsistent. 

Theaet I should certainly prefer that. 

SocR. So do I; and, that bemg so, suppose we look at 
the question again in a quiet and leisurely spirit, not with 
155' ^ny impatience but genuinely examining ourselves to see 
what we can make of these apparitions that present them¬ 
selves to our minds. Looking at the first of them, I sup¬ 
pose we shall assert that nothing can become greater or 
less, either in size or m number, so long as it remains equal 
to itself. Is it not so ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

SocR And secondly, that a thing to which nothing is 
added and from wMch nothing is taken away is neither 
increased nor diminished, but always remains the same m 
amount. 

Theaet. Undoubtedly. 

B. SocR. And must we not say, thirdly, that a thing which 
was not at an earher moment cannot be at a later moment 
without becommg and being in process of becoming ? 
Theaet. It certainly seems so. 

SocR Now these three admissions, I fancy, fight among 
themselves in our minds when we make those statements 
about the ice; or whra we say that I, being of the height 
you see, without gaining or losing m size, may within a 
year be taUer (as I am now) than a 3muth like you, and 
c. later on be shorter, not because I have lost an^hing in 
bulk, but because you have grown. For apparently I am 
later what I was not before, and yet have not become so; 
for without the process of becommg the result is impossible, 
md I could not be m process of becoming shorter without 
losing some of my bulk. I could give you countless other 
examples, if we are to accept these For I thmk you 
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155c. follow me, Theaetetus ; I fancy, at any rate, such puzzles 
are not altogether strange to you. 

Theaet. No; indeed it is extraordinary how they set 
me wondering whatever they can mean. Sometimes I get 
quite dizzy with thinking of them. 

D. SocR That shoi;ys that Theodorus was not wrong in his 
estimate of your nature This sense of wonder is the mark 
of the philosopher. Philosophy indeed has no other origin, 
and he was a good genealogist who made Ins the daughter 
of Thaumas.* 

What is the point of these alleged puzzles ? Though Socrates 
continues: ‘ Do you begin to understand why these things are 
so, according to the doctrine we are attributing to Protagoras ? ' 
nothing more is said about them in the foUowmg context, which 
analyses the process of sense-perception. Socrates leaves Theaetetus 
—and us—^to think out these puzzles for ourselves. 

We have just been told that sensible quahties like ‘ white ’ and 
' hot ’ have no independent and permanent existence either m 
objects outside us or in our sense-organs. They arise or ‘ become' 
between object and organ when the two encounter one another 
If either object or organ earned about with it permanent qualities, 
this becommg could not occur And at 154B ‘ large ’ was grouped 
with ‘ white ' and ' hot as if it were a quality on the same footmg 
with them ; just as earlier (152D) ‘ large ’ and ‘ small ' heavy 
and hght ’, were taken as typical of all contranes. 

The puzzle about the dice is this; When we compare six dice 
with four, we say that the six are more At another moment, 
when we compare them with twelve, we say they are less. Yet 
the six dice have not increased or diminished in number. Common 
sense, we are told, holds that nothmg can be at one moment what 
it was not at another, without becoming: that a thing cannot 
become greater or less so long as it remains the same in amount, 
and that it does remam the same in amount, so long as nothing 
is added or subtracted. How, then, can the dice, which have 
remained the same m amount, have become less ? 

It is clear that the difficulty here exists only for one who thinks 
of ' large' as a quahty residing in the thing which is larger than 
somethmg else, with ‘ small ’ as the answering quality residmg 
m the smaller thing. If that is so, then, when the large thing is 

* The Cvatylus connects Ins ■with tlpuv (408B), and etpuv (Xlyeiv) with 
dialectic (398D) So Ins (philosophy) is daughter of Thaumas (wonder). 
Since our passage is unmtelhgible without the Craiylus, the Theaetetus must 
be the later of the two. 
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compared with somethmg larger instead of something smaller, he 
will suppose that it has lost its quality ‘ large ’ and gained mstead 
the qu^ty ‘small'. By suffenng this mtemal change it will 
have ‘ become small He will then be puzzled when we point 
out that the thing has not altered in size 
Now when Plato wrote the Phaedo, he certainly regarded ‘ tall¬ 
ness ’ as an inherent property of the tall person. ‘ Phaedo is 
taller than Socrates ’ was analysed as implying (i) that there are 
two Forms, Tall and Short, of which Phaedo and Socrates severally 
partake , (2) that Phaedo contains an instance of Tallness (called 
' the tallness in us ’), and Socrates an mstance of Shortness; (3) that 
neither the Forms, Tall and Short, nor their mstances m us can 
change into their opposites; and consequently (4) that, if Socrates 
should grow and become taller than Phaedo, the mstance of short¬ 
ness in Socrates must either ' perish' or ' withdraw ' to give place 
to an instance of tallness. This analysis unquestionably means 
that the person who becomes taller or shorter than another suffers 
an internal change. The example chosen lends itself to this view 
because ' tallness' was commoidy ranked as a physical excellence, 
with beauty, health and strength, and as such it is mentioned 
earlier in the Phaedo?- Plato himself shares the ordinary view 
and thinks of tallness as an mtemal property on the same footing 
as ' hot' or ‘ white', not as standing for a relation between the 
taller person and the shorter 

Now in our passage, though he repeats his example of Socrates, 
who is now taller than Theaetetus, becommg shorter when Theae- 
tetus outgrows him, he remarks that Socrates will not have changed 
m size. And in the case of the dice it is equally obvious that 
the SIX dice do not become more or fewer in the sense of increasing 
or diminishing m number Further, he hmts that hght on the 
puzzles here is to be drawn from the theory of sense-perception, 
which tells us that an object can ' become white ’ for a percipient 
without undergoing any mtemal change of quality irrespective of 
a percipient. When we say it ‘ becomes white for me' we do 
not mean that it has lost some other colour and gained whiteness 

1 At Phaedo 650, Tallness {fii-yeOos), Health, Strength, are instanced as 
Forms, together with Just, Beautiful, Good That ^dyeBos means ‘ tallness ’ 
(not absolute magnitude ’ or ' mathematical magnitude ') is evident from 
Mena 720 Meno has said that excellence [dper^) in a man is one thing, m 
a woman another Socrates asks whether this apphes to physicad excellences . 
are health, tallness {niycBos), or strength different things in men and in 
women ? Tallness and beauty are coupled at 72B, as m Homer’s phrase 
kMs re niyae -re There is no question of the absolute or ma.fhf.m nt-irai 
magmtude of men and women At Phaedo 65D taUness appears without 
beauty because kMv has just before been used in its moral sense 
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instead In itself, apart from a percipient, it is neither white nor 
of any other colour The change meant by ' becoming white ’ 
(for me) is not an internal exchange of qualities, but a change 
that occurs ' between ’ the object and the sense-organ Neither 
of the two carries about with it a permanent property, independent 
of their meeting 

The mference seems to be that Plato, since wnting the Phaedo, 
has given up the view that any of these quahties—hot, white, large 
—IS an mstance of a Form residmg m an individual thmg and perish- 
mg or withdrawing out of it when the thing changes. We are now 
to think of the change as falling ‘ between' the thing and the 
percipient, not inside the thmg The case of more or less m number 
or size may be introduced partly because it is easier to see m that 
case how a change can occur ‘ between ' a thmg and a percipient.* 
The SIX dice will appear more to me when I compare them with 
four, less when I compare them with twelve, but they have not 
become more or fewer in themselves. This will help us to under¬ 
stand how a thing can appear or become white for me, without that 
implying that whiteness in it has replaced some other colour 

It IS not safe, however, to infer that Plato has ' abandoned Ideas 
(Forms) of relations', if that imphes that he had drawn any clear 
distinction between relations and quahties It is rather probable 
that he stiU sees no important distinction between ‘ large ’ and ‘ hot' 
or ' white ’ And he nowhere explicitly states that he has aban¬ 
doned Forms of both relative terms and sensible qualities.* 

155D-157C Theory of the nature of Sense-percephon 

Socrates now expands the analysis of the process of sense-percep¬ 
tion, which was bnefly announced before the passage on size and 
number. 

i 55 D- SocR {continues) Do you now begin to see the explanation 
of all this which follows from the theory we are attributing 
to Protagoras '> Or is it not yet clear ? 

Theaet I can’t say it is yet 

SocR. Then perhaps you will be grateful if I help you to 

* Note that Plato’s illustrations are perceptible things—dice, not abstract 
numbers He is not talking about mathematical ‘ relations ' between the 
numbers 4, 6, 12 

* The treatment by Plato and Aristotle of ' relative terms ’ will be further 
discussed below, p 282 It is one thing to say (with Plato) that ‘ larger ’ and 
‘ more ’ are relative terms because what is larger or more is always larger 
than something or more than something or * t» comparison with something ’ 
(irpos Ti), and another to say (with Campbell) that ‘ size and number are 
wholly relative ’ V/hat is number, or any number (say 7), wholly relative to ? 
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155D. penetrate to the truth concealed in the thoughts of a man 
E. —or, I should say, of men—of such distinction.^ 

Theaet Of course I shall be very grateful 
SocR. Then just take a look round and make sure that none 
of the uirinitiate overhears us. I mean by the unimtiate 
the people who beheve that nothing is real save what they 
can grasp with their hands and do not admit that actions 
or processes or anything invisible can count as real. 
Theaet They sound hke a very hard and repellent sort 
156. of people * 

SocR It is true, they are remarkably crude. The 
others, into whose secrets I am going to mitiate you, are 
much more refined and subtle Their first pnnciple, on 
which all that we said just now depends, is that the universe 
really is motion and nothmg else And there are two kinds 
of motion. Of each kmd there are any number of instances, 
but they differ m that the one kind has the power of acting, 
the other of bemg acted upon.® From the mtercourse and 
friction of these with one another anse offspring, endless m 
B. number, but m pans of twms. One of each pair is some¬ 
thing perceived, the other a perception, whose birth always 
comcides with that of the thing perceived. Now, for the 
perceptions we have names hke ‘ seemg ’,' hearing' smell- 
mg', ‘ feehng cold ’, ‘ feehng hot ’, and again pleasures and 
pains and desires and fears, as they are called, and so on. 
There are any number that are nameless, though names have 
been found for a whole multitude. On the other side, the 
brood of things perceived always comes to birth at the 
same moment with one or another of these—^with mstances 
c. of seeing, colours of correspondmg variety , with instances 
of hearing, sounds in the same way; and with all the other 
perceptions, the other thmgs perceived that are akm to them. 
Now, what fight does this story throw on what has gone 
before, Theaetetus ? Do you see ? 

1 Observe the hints that the coming theory is one that' we are attributing ’ 
to Protagoras, and not to him alone 
* lake the physical bodies in whose reality they believe, with their essential 
property of hardness and resistance to touch, 

’ The two kinds of motion here meant are: (i) physical objects considered 
as agents with the power of acting upon or afiectmg our senses, (2) sense- 
organs, as patients with the capacity of bemg affected in the way pecuhar 
to sensation or perception Later (156c) both kmds are distmguished, as 
slow motions (qualitative changes) occurring m the same placefrom the 
rapid movements which pass between them—^the offspring mentioned m the 
next sentences. 
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156c, Theaet. Not very clearly, Socrates. 

SocR. Well, consider whether we can round it off. The 
point IS that all these things are, as we were saying, in 
motion ; but there is a quickness or slowness in their motion 
The slow sort has its motion without change of place and 
with respect to what comes within range of it, and that is 

D. how it generates offspring, but the offspring generated are 
qmcker, masmuch as ^ they move from place to place 
and their motion consists m change of place. As soon, then, 
as an eye and something else whose structure is adjusted 
to the eye come within range and give birth to the white¬ 
ness together with its cognate perception—things that 
would never have come into existence if either of the two 
had approached anything else—^then it is that, as the 

E. vision from the eyes and the whiteness from the thing that 
joms in giving birth to the colour pass in the space between, 
the eye becomes filled with vision and now sees, and becomes, 
not vision, but a seemg eye, while the other parent of the 
colour is saturated with whiteness and becomes, on its side, 
not whiteness, but a white thing, be it stock or stone or 
whatever else may chance to be so coloured. 

And so, too, we must thmk in the same way of the rest— 
‘ hard ’, ‘ hot ’ and all of them—that no one of them has 
157 any bemg just by itself (as indeed we said before), but that 
it is in their intercourse with one another that all arise m 
all their variety as a result of their motion; since it is 
impossible to have any ‘ firm notion ’ (as they say) of either 
what IS active or what is passive in them, m any single 
case, as having any bemg.* For there is no such thing as 
an agent until it meets with a patient, nor any patient until 
it meets with its agent.® Also what meets with somethmg 
and behaves as agent, if it encounters something different 
at another time, shows itself as patient.* 

The conclusion from all this is, as we said at the outset, 
that nothmg is one thmg just by itself, but is always m 

B. process of becoming for someone, and bemg is to be ruled 

1 Taking ovtu Si) (y«w<ofi«vaJ as referring forward and explained by the 
following clause with yap There should be a colon after dariv (so DiSs). 
But perhaps this ourai 8^ should be omitted, with Peipers 

* The ambiguity of ehal n is discussed below, p. 50 For tiJ noioCv . . . 
nOruiv, cf auri toOto ouraiv, idgB, 8 

’ Stnctly the present participles mean a thing which « acting, is being 
acted on It is not denied that there exists beforehand something with the 
power to act or be acted on 

* The eyeball can be seen by another eye, the flesh touched, etc. 
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157B. out altogether, though, needless to say, we have been 
betrayed by habit and inobservance into using the word 
more than once only ]ust now But that was wrong, these 
wise men tell us ; and we must not admit the expressions 
‘ somethmg' or ‘ somebody’s ’ or ‘ mine ’ or ‘ this ’ or ' that' 
or any other word that brmgs things to a standstill, but 
rather speak, in accordance vdth nature, of what is ‘ be¬ 
coming ‘ bemg produced ‘ perishing ', ‘ changing For 
anyone who talks so as to bnng things to a standstill is 
easily refuted. So we must express ourselves m each 
individual case and in speaking of an assemblage of many— 

c. to which assemblage people give the name of ‘ man' or 
‘ stone ’ or of any hving creature or kind.^ 

Whose is this theory ? Modem cntics usually say that Socrates 
attnbutes it to ' certain unnamed thinkers and many have 
proceeded to identify these with the Cyrenaics For this there is 
no warrant in the text The theory is first introduced (152c) as a 
secret doctrine revealed by Protagoras to his disciples Its funda¬ 
mental thesis—the flux doctrine—is then ascnbed to the whole 
series of philosophers, with the exception of Parmenides, and to 
Homer and Epicharmus At 1550 it is called ' the theory we are 
attributing to Protagoras and once more described as a secret 
‘ concealed in the thoughts of a man—or rather men—of distinc¬ 
tion Matenalists, who identify the real with the tangible and do 
not reckon actions and processes as real at all, are excluded from the 
mystery, which reduces the tangible bodies they believe in precisely 
to actions and processes.® ‘ The others ' ® are more refined, and 
now their secret doctrme is fuUy revealed. ‘ The others ’ means 
simply the distinguished men just mentioned, Protagoras himself 
and all the philosophers (except Parmemdes, who denied the exist¬ 
ence of motion) and poets who recognised the flux of aU things— 

® The text is doubtful. koI Ikuotov {oiilv tc xal elSos is hard to construe 
Does {icaoTov JiooK mean ' an individual animal', etSur a ‘ kind ’ of animal ? 
What sort of ' assemblage ’ is meant ? Perhaps a physical object considered 
merely as an aggregate of what are commonly regarded as its sensible qualities 
—all the qualities (white, hard, etc) we should name in descnbing a stone 
that we saw The whole theory is confined to the discussion of sensible 
qualities Cf Burnet, G P i, 241 

* We shall meet with the matenalists again m the Sophist (p 231, infra). 
Probably no particular school is directly aimed at, though the Atomists who 
identified the real with (essentially tangible) body would come withm the 
condemnation 

* Readmg dAAoi with Burnet at 156A, 2 But the reading does not 
afiect my argument 
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all who have been wise enough to acknowledge the reality of actions 
and processes There are no ‘ unnamed thinkers ’ to be identified , 
nor is there any evidence that any Cyrenaics or other contem¬ 
poraries existed who held the doctrine of sense-perception here set 
forth. 

No one would take senously the suggestion that this very advanced 
theory of the nature of perception and its objects was really taught 
in secret by any of the distinguished philosophers and poets, 
Socrates is, m fact, himself in the act of constructing it by a dialec¬ 
tical combination of elements borrowed, with important modifica¬ 
tions and restrictions, from Protagoras and Heracleitus Jackson ^ 
pointed out that the theory is not refuted in the sequel, but on the 
contrary taken as a true account of the matter, and that it is 
repeated elsewhere in Plato’s wntmgs. He inferred that it origi¬ 
nated with Plato himself. There is a conclusive argument (not urged 
by Jackson) m favour of this mference Plato intends to refute 
the claim of perception (m spite of its infallibihty) to be knowledge 
on the ground that its objects have no real bemg, but are always 
becoming and changing and therefore cannot be known For that 
purpose he is bound to give us what he believes to be a true account 
of the nature of those objects It would be futile to prove that what 
some other individual or school, perhaps wrongly, supposed to be 
the nature of perception was inconsistent with its claim to yield 
knowledge Accordingly he states his own doctrine and takes it 
as estabhshed for the purposes of the whole subsequent cnticism of 
perception. To preserve the dramatic proprieties of dialogue, he 
uses the transparent device of makmg Socrates state it as a secret 
doctrme of a whole succession of wise men who notoriously had 
never taught anything of the kmd 

Assured that the theory must be Plato’s own, we may now look 
at it more closely. Contemporaries must have found it extremely 
daring The physical objects which yield our sensations and per¬ 
ceptions are described as actually bemg ‘ slow motions' No 
permanent quahty resides in them. The only other thing we know 
about them is that they have the power {dvva/jiiQ) of actmg upon our 
organs and (it may be added) upon one another What we call a 
hot thing IS a change that can make us ' feel hot ’ and can make 
another thing we caU ‘ cold ’ hotter This change, as opposed to 
locomotion, is a modification or quahtative change * On the other 
side, the subject of perception is here treated as if it were, not the 

* Journal of Philology xm, pp 350 ff Burnet [Gree/t Philosophy 1. 242) 
agrees with the attribution to Plato 

* This IS clear from i8id and Farm 138B, where it is said that the two kinds 
of change are locomotion (popd) and qualitative change (dAAoiwffw) The 
conception of the SuVopir will be further discussed below, pp 234 B 
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mind, but the sense-organ ^—the eye from which issues the stream 
of visual ‘ fire' or light (called ' vision Sipig )—to encounter the 
rapid motion commg from the object. The eye which sees, or the 
flesh which feels, is itself a physical object which can be seen or 
touched, and therefore itself a qualitative change, a ‘ slow motion 
in the same place Thus, before the act of perception takes place, 
there are, on both sides, changes gomg on all the time in physical 
objects, unperceived and capable of giving nse to actual perceptions. 
But nothing that can properly be called an agent or patient exists 
until the two come within range of one another 

When they do come within range, the powers of acting and being 
acted upon come into play Qmck motions pass between organ and 
external object A stream of visual light flows out from the eye 
to meet a stream of hght whose structure corresponds m such a 
way that the two streams can interpenetrate one another and 
coalesce.® The marriage of these two motions generates seemg 
and colour. Physically, ' the eye becomes filled with vision ’— 
a mixture of visual fire and the fiery particles coming from the 
object. The external thmg ' becomes white ’, its surface is ‘ satu¬ 
rated with whiteness ’. This last statement is more difficult, the 
object is descnbed as affected by the act of sight and acqmnng 
colour The meamng may be that the ' flame ’ or hght belonging 
to the object cannot until this moment be called ‘ colour' or 
‘ white ’ At other times the object ought not to be spoken of as 
if it possessed m itself any quahty with a fixed name 

When perception is not takmg place, we are finally told, one 
cannot have any ‘ firm notion ’ of either agent or patient as ' having 
any bemg ’ or ‘ bemg any defimte thmg ’ [elvalri). The last words 
are ambiguous. ‘ Being any defimte thing ’ means having any 
definite quality, such as white. ' Having any being ’ means that 
there is strictly no such thmg as an agent or patient as such : there 
IS nothing that is acting or bemg acted upon, but only two things 
or changes with a capacity of actmg and bemg acted upon. This 
capacity must imply that my pen and this paper have some differ¬ 
ence of property when not perceived, which would explam why, when 
I do see them, the pen looks black, the paper white. Plato’s point 

* Later (184B) it iviU be pointed out that there is a central mind which 
perceives rather through than with the several sense-organs, but this addition 
does not invalidate the present account of the commerce between organs and 
objects 

* The Timaeus explams the process in terms of the theory which there 
assigns particles of regular form to each of the four elements Colours are 
' a flame streaming off any and every body, havmg its particles so adjusted 
[ovn^^(Tpa) to those of the visual current as to excite sensation ’ (67c) Cf 
ffuji/ifTpojv here, 1560. The coalescence is described at Tiw 45Bff Seep 327. 
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IS that these properties, whatever they are, are always changing, 
however slightly, and that they are not the quahties I perceive— 
my sense-objects—and so should not be called' black ’ or ‘ white 

157C-D. Theaetetus accepts the theory of Perception 
In a short interlude, Theaetetus accepts the theory, while Socrates 
disclaims the authorship. 

157c. SocR {continues). Does all this please you, Theaetetus? 
Will you accept it as palatable to your taste ? 

Theaet Really, I am not sure, Socrates I cannot even 
make out about you, whether you are stating this as some¬ 
thing you beheve or merely puttmg me to the test. 

SocR You forget, my fnend, that I know nothing of such 
matters and cannot claim to be producing any offspnng of 
my own I am only trymg to dehver yours, and to that 
end uttering charms over you and tempting your appetite 
D. with a variety of dehcacies from the table of wisdom,* 
until by my aid your own behef shall be brought to light. 
Once that is done, I shall see whether it proves to have some 
life m it or not Meanwhile, have courage and patience, 
and answer my questions bravely in accordance with your 
convictions 

Theaet Go on with your questionmg. 

SocR Once more, then, tell me whether you like this 
notion that nothing is, but is always becoming, good or 
beautiful or any of the other things we mentioned ? 

Theaet Well, when I hear you explaining it as you have, 
it stnkes me eis extraordinarily reasonable, and to be 
accepted as you have stated it 

The theory so accepted stands henceforth as a satisfactory account 
of that perception which Theaetetus has identified with knowledge. 
The word has now received a dearer meaning, more restncted than 
Theaetetus, perhaps, at first mtended He apparently feels no 
qualm when Socrates slips m the words ' good ’ and ' beautiful ’, 
as if these quahties were on the same footmg with ‘ hot ’ or ‘ white ’ 
or ‘ large ’, and smce his identification of knowledge with perception 
implies that there is no knowledge other than perception, he would 
have no nght to object 

* There is no question here of a ‘ sohpsist epistemology ' or of a relativism 
asserting that, if every sentient creature were annihilated, nothing would exist 
‘ The allusion seems to be 
women than to drugs, which are i^t' 
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157E-160E. The claim oj Perception, so defined, to be infallible 
The next section completes the case on behalf of Theaetetus’ 
identification of knowledge with perception. At the outset Protag¬ 
oras’ assertion that ' what appears to each man is to him ’ was 
construed as meaning that what he perceives has being (at any 
rate ‘ for him ’) and that his perception is infallible. Plato's theory 
of perception has now denied that the object has ' being’ apart 
from the percipient, and has interpreted ‘ is for him ’ as meaning 
' becomes for him This interpretation, though it will finally prove 
fatal to the claim of perception to be knowledge of true reahty, 
leaves untouched the claim to infalhbility Socrates, whose present 
business is to make the best of Theaetetus' hs^pothesis that percep¬ 
tion is knowledge, now brings forward this latter claim and upholds 
it against the objections commonly based on so-called delusions 
of sense, the unreahty of dream images, the vitiated sensations of 
the diseased, and the hallucinations of insanity 

157E SocR. Then let us not leave it mcomplete There remams 
the question of dreams and disorders, especially madness and 
all the mistakes madness is said to make m seemg or heanng 
or otherwise misperceiving You know, of course, that in 
all these cases the theory we have just stated is supposed 
to be admittedly disproved, on the ground that in these 
158 conditions we certainly have false perceptions, and that so 
far from its being true that what appears to any man also 
IS, on the contrary none of these appearances is real. 
Theaet That is quite true, Socrates 
SocR What argument, then, is left for one who maintains 
that perception is knowledge, and that what appears to 
each man also ‘ is' for him to whom it appears ? 

Theaet. I hesitate to say that I have no reply, Socrates, 
because just now you rebuked me for saymg that. Really, 
B. I cannot undertake to deny that madmen and dreamers 
believe what is false, when madmen imagme they are gods 
or dreamers think they have wings and are flymg in their 
sleep 

SocR Have you not taken note of another doubt that is 
raised m these cases, especially about sleeping and wakmg ? ^ 
Theaet What is that ? 

SocR The question I imagine you have often heard asked . 

The reply our theory wiU make to dispose of the objection does not begin 
till isSe Here Socrates makes a sort of preliminary answer Who is to 
judge between the dreamer^s conviction that his experience is real and the 
waking man's, that it is unreal ? 
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158B. what evidence could be appealed to, supposing we were 
asked at this very moment whether we are asleep or awake 
c. —dreaming all that passes through our minds or talking 
to one another in the waking state. 

Theaet. Indeed, Socrates, I do not see by what evidence 
it is to be proved, for the two conditions correspond in 
every circumstance hke exact counterparts. The conversa¬ 
tion we have just had might equally weU be one that we 
merely think we are carrymg on m our sleep ; and when 
it comes to thmkmg m a dream that we are telling other 
dreams, the two states are extraordinarily ahke 
SocR You see, then, that there is plenty of room for 
D. doubt, when we even doubt whether we are asleep or awake , 
and m fact, our time being equally divided between waking 
and sleepmg, in each condition our nund strenuously con¬ 
tends that the convictions of the moment are certainly 
true , so that for equal tunes we affirm the reahty of the one 
world and of the other, and are just as confident of both. 
Theaet Certainly. 

SocR And the same holds true of disorders and madness, 
except that the times are not equal 
Theaet That is so. 

SocR. Well, IS the truth to be decided by length or shortness 
of time ? 

e. Theaet No, that would be absurd in many ways. 

SocR. Have you any other certam test to show which of 
these beliefs is true ? 

Theaet I don’t think I have. 

The word aesthesis is here still used m a sense wide enough to 
include awareness of mner sensations and feelings and of dream- 
images. All these are, in Protagoras’ phrase, ‘ things that appear ’ 
to me. Since, as Socrates will pomt out, I cannot be aware and yet 
aware of nothing (i6oa), these objects must have some sort of 
existence , and there is no ground for saymg that my direct aware¬ 
ness of them is ‘ false ’. 

It is true that Theaetetus (158B), instead of keeping to Socrates’ 
expressions ‘ perceptions,’ ‘ whar appears ’, speaks of the dreamer 
and the madmen as ‘ thinking ’ (doldCeiv, diavoEiadai) or ' behev- 
ing ’ (oteadai) what is false. This is no doubt intentional It 
stirs in the reader the suggestion that, although there may be no such 
thing as a false awareness of sensation, there is such a thing as 
false behef. But the vital distmction between direct awareness 
and behef is not yet drawn, and Theaetetus, like most people, would 
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say indifferently of the dreamer that he ' has the sensation of 
fl3nng ' seems to himself to be flymg and ‘ imagmes or believes 
he IS flying When the distmction is drawn, the claim of direct 
awareness to be infalhble is not shaken. No one can deny that the 
dreamer has just that expenence which he does have 
After this ghmpse of the distinction between sensation or percep¬ 
tion and belief or judgment, the argument returns to the case of 
' perception ’ and is confined to that Socrates now disposes of the 
popular notion that the healthy or the sane man is the only measure 
of what is or appears—that wme really is m itself sweet because 
It seems sweet to the normal palate, sour only to the unhealthy 
Since the sense-organ co-operates in producing the sensation, its 
condition at least partly determines the character of the sensation 
The unhealthy man is not ‘ misperceiving ’ a fixed quahty inherent 
in the extemil object, which the normal man perceives as it really 
IS The two percipient organs are different, and these differences 
will necessarily modify the joint product of the marriage of subject 
and object. 

158E SocR. Then let me teU you what sort of account would be 
given of these cases by those who lay it down that whatever 
at any time seems to anyone is true to him I imagine they 
would ask this question : ‘ Tell us, Theaetetus ; when one 
thing is entuely different from another, it cannot be in any 
respect capable of behavmg ^ m the same way as that other, 
can it ? We are not to understand that the thing we speak 
of is in some respects the same though different m others, 
but that it is entuely different ’ 

159. Theaet. If so, it can have nothing in common, either m its 
capabihties of behaviour or m any other respect, when it is 
altogether different 

SocR Must we not admit, then, that such a thmg is unhke 
the other ? 

Theaet. I agree 

SocR So if it happens that something comes to be like or 
unlike either itself or something else, we shall say that when 
it is made hke it becomes the same, when unhke, different. 
Theaet Necessarily 

SocR And we said earher that there was no limit to the 
number of things that are active or of thmgs that are acted 
upon by them 
Theaet Yes. 

^ By Wvofjir the capacity of acting or being acted upon, mentioned at 156A, 
IS specially meant, though the word has vaguer senses 
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159. SocR. And further, that when one of these is married to a 
succession of different partners, the offspring produced will 
be not the same but different. 

B. Theaet. Certainly 

SocR Now let us take you or me or any other mstance to 
which the pnnciple apphes—Socrates in health and Socrates 
ill. are we to call one of these like the other or unlike ? 
Theaet You mean: ^ Is the lU Socrates taken as a whole 
hke Socrates in health taken as a whole ? 

SocR. You understand me perfectly : that is just what I 
mean. 

Theaet. Then of course he is unhke. 

SocR. And consequently, inasmuch as he is unlike, a differ¬ 
ent thmg ? 

Theaet Necessarily 

c. SocR. And you would say the same of Socrates asleep or 
in any other of the conditions we mentioned ? 

Theaet. Yes 

SocR Then any one of the objects whose nature it is to act 
upon something wiU, according as it finds Socrates well or 
ill, treat me as a different thing > 

Theaet Of course it will 

SocR And consequently the pan: of us—I who am acted 
upon and the thing that acts on me—will have different 
ofisprmg in the two cases ^ 

Theaet Naturally 

SocR Now when I am in health and drink wine, it seems 
pleasant to me and sweet 
Theaet Yes 

SocR Because, m accordance with the account we accepted 
earlier, agent and patient give burth to sweetness and a 
D, sensation, both movements that pass simultaneously. The 
sensation, on the patient’s side, makes the tongue per¬ 
cipient, while, on the side of the wme, the sweetness, moving 
in the region of the wine,^ causes it both to be and to appear 
sweet to the healthy tongue 

Theaet. Certainly that was what we agreed upon 
SoCR. But when it finds me m lU health, to begm with, 
the person it finds is not really the same ; for the one it now 
meets with is unhke the other. 

Theaet. Yes 

E SocR. And so this pair—^Socrates in this condition and the 

* ‘nepX amv (fieponevri seems to mean, as it 'vere, ' spreadmg itself over the 
wine ’ as whiteness saturated the surface of the thmg seen (156E) 
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159E. drinking of the wine—produce a different offspring ; in the 
region of the tongue a sensation of sourness, and in the region 
of the wine a sourness that arises as a movement there. The 
wine becomes, not sourness, but sour ; while I become, not 
a sensation, but sentient 
Theaet Undoubtedly 

The assertion here that Socrates-iU is a totally different person 
from Socrates-well may seem fallacious But the whole argument 
is confined within the limits of the earher account of sense-percep¬ 
tion. Socrates is for this purpose nothing more than a bundle of 
sense-organs. If these sense-organs are perpetually changing (as 
the theory mamtams), then the whole of Socrates is different at any 
two moments. So at i66b Protagoras is made to say that we have 
no right to speak of a smgle person contmuously existmg, but only 
of an infinite number, if change of quahty is always taking place, 
as it IS on our Heracleitean premiss. Socrates is, accordingly, 
justified in drawing the three conclusions that follow: (i) No 
percipient can have the same sensation or perception twice, since 
both subject (organ) and object will be different; (2) No two 
percipients can have precisely similar sensations or perceptions from 
the same object; (3) Neither percipient nor sense-object can exist 
mdependently of the other. These conclusions will yield the final 
result, that no one can challenge the truth of my perception on the 
grounds that he perceives an object different from mme, and that 
that object is a quality which resides m the thing independently of 
either percipient, so that one of us must be ‘ misperceivmg ’ it. 

159E SocR It follows, then, (i) that, on my side, I shall never 
become percipient in just this way of any other thmg ; for to 
a different object belongs a different perception, and m acting 
on its percipient it is actmg on ^ a person who is in a different 
condition and so a different person Also (2) on its side, 
160. the thing which acts on me can never meet with someone else 
and generate the same offspring and come to be of just this 
quality; for when it brings to birth another thing from 
another person, it will itself come to be of another quahty 

* mut' IS actmg on ' (cf ri woioCv e/i^in the next clause and i6oc, 4), not 
' makes him a different person ’, it finds a different person, smce the sense- 
organ IS, on OUT Heracleitean principle, perpetually changmg The agent 
itself IS different, so the combination of a different object and a different 
subject must produce a different sensation The expression woicJc riva for 
domg something to a person ’ is a sbght extension of the common usages, 
ej vonlv Tivo, OUK ofS’ on ii€ iroieij (Ar , Wasps 697), raOra ToOrov 

eiroiijcra (Hdt) 
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i6o. Theaet. That is so. 

SocR Further, (3) I shall not come to have this sensation 
for myselff nor will the object come to be of such a quality 
for itself 
Theaet. No 

SocR. Rather, when I become percipient, I must become 
percipient of something , for I cannot have a perception 
and have it of nothing, and equally the object, when it 
B becomes sweet or sour and so on, must become so to someone 
it cannot become sweet and yet sweet to nobody. 

Theaet. Qmte so 

SocR Nothing remains, then, I suppose, but that it and 
I should be or become—^whichever expression we are to 
use—/or each other ; necessity binds together our existence, 
but binds neither of us to anything else, nor each of us 
to himself “; so we can only be bound to one another 
Accordingly, whether we speak of somethmg ‘ being ’ or 
of its ' becoming ’, we must speak of it as bemg or becoming 
for someone, or of something or towards something; but 
c we must not speak, or allow others to speak, of a thing 
as either bemg or becommg anything just in and by itself 
That IS the conclusion to which our argument points. 
Theaet Certainly, Socrates 

SocR And so, since what acts upon me is for me and 
for no one else, I, and no one else, am actually perceiv¬ 
ing It 

Theaet. Of course. 

SocR Then my perception is true for me ; for its object 
at any moment is my reality,® and I am, as Protagoras 
says, a judge of what is for me, that it is, and of what 
IS not, that it is not 
Theaet So it appears 

D SocR If, then, I am infallible and make no mistake in 
my state of mind about what is or becomes, how can I 

^ Without the co-operation of an object of which I am percipient, as the 
next speech explams toioutos = ovrios aloBavoiievos (159E, 7—8) 

* 1 e neither subject nor object can produce just that sensation and quality 
in conjunction with any other object or subject, and neither of the two can 
produce offspring ' for itself ’ without the other 
“ rijs eufjs oiaias = Tcov e/iol avraiv, what IS real for me Socrates is here 
stating the claim that perception is true as having the real (to or) for its 
object, as well as its claim to infallibility, next mentioned The weak point 
IS that ' my reality ' is m fact only * what becomes for me *, not genumely 
real in Plato’s sense Note that in his next speech Socrates speaks of what 
' IS or becomes ' 


57 



THEAETETUS 160 e-- 161 b 

i6od. fail to have knowledge of the things ot which I have per¬ 
ception ? 

Theaet You cannot possibly fail 
SocR. So you were perfectly right in saying that knowledge 
IS nothing but perception, and it has turned out that these 
three doctrines coincide: the doctrine of Homer and 
Heracleitus and all their tribe that all things move like 
flowing streams, the doctrine of Protagoras, wisest of 
men, that Man is the measure of all things , and Theaetetus’ 
E conclusion that, on these grounds, it results that perception 
IS knowledge 

Is it not so, Theaetetus ? May we say that this is your 
newborn child which I have brought to birth ’ What do 
you say ^ 

Theaet I can only agree, Socrates 

Thus Socrates claims to have brought to light the full meaning 
of Theaetetus’ identification of knowledge with perception The 
first step was to analyse the nature of perception. Plato was 
forced to gve his own account of the process, based on the Hera- 
cleitean pnnciple which he accepted so far as sensible things are 
concerned He has also adopted Protagoras’ doctrine as apphed 
to my immediate awareness of sense-objects, including dream 
images and hallucinations. In this field I am the measure of 
what ' becomes for me ’ or ‘ appears to me ’, if wine tastes sour 
to me, no one can say I am mistaken because the wine really is 
sweet in itself So perception has one of the two marks of know¬ 
ledge, mfallibihty And, if we can accept Protagoras’ identification 
of what appears to me with what is, or is real, ignoring the addition 
‘ for me ’ or to me ’ and the distinction between being and becom¬ 
ing, the case will be complete Socrates has, at any rate, dealt 
fairly with Theaetetus in making the best case for his candidate 
that can be made 

160E-161B. Interlude. CrUicism begins 
A short interlude marks that the first stage of the dialectical 
process is now complete. Socrates has drawn out the full mean¬ 
ing of Theaetetus’ suggested definition of knowledge. The second 
stage, criticism, is now to begin. What follows has sometimes 
been misunderstood through a failure to see what the scope of the 
cnticism precisely is 

First, it IS not directed agamst the theory of perception as a 
whole, or agamst those elements in the theory which Plato has 
adopted from Heracleitus and Protagoras. If the account of the 
nature of perception were now to be rejected, obviously we should 
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not know what we were denying when we finally deny that per¬ 
ception IS knowledge This fabric stands unshaken The process 
of perception is such as it has been descnbed The question is 
whether, being such, it possesses all the marks of knowledge. 

At the same time, Plato has to explain exactly how much he 
has taken from Heracleitus and Protagoras, and exactly where 
he refuses to follow them further. The Heracleitean dogma ' All 
things are in motion ’ can be accepted if ‘ all things ’ is restricted 
(as it IS m the theory of perception) to sensible physical objects. 
But there are other things—^intelligible objects—to which it does 
not apply , and these are, for Plato, the true reahties. If these 
were always changmg, no true statement could ever be made and 
there could be no such thing as knowledge or discourse Similarly, 
the Protagorean maxim, man the measure of all things, can be 
accepted if ‘ all things ’ is restricted (as our theory restricts it) to 
the immediate objects of our awareness in sensation or perception, 
in which no element of judgment is supposed to be involved But 
Protagoras’ phrase ‘ what appears to me' was not so restricted, 
it included what appears true to me, what I judge or think or 
believe to be true Plato will deny that whatever I judge to be 
true must be true, simply, or even true to me or for me Hence, 
in the following argument, criticism is directed partly against the 
claim of perception, as Plato has defined it, to be knowledge, 
partly agamst those elements of Heracleitean and Protagorean 
doctnne which go beyond what Plato has accepted 

i6oe Sock Here at last, then, after our somewnat painful 
labour, is the child we have brought to birth, whatever sort 
of creature it may be His birth should be followed by the 
ceremony of carrying him round the hearth ^ , we must 
look at our offspnng from every angle to make sure we 
i6i are not taken in by a hfeless phantom not worth the rear- 
mg Or do you thmk an infant of yours must be reared 
in any case and not exposed ? Wdl you bear to see him 
put to the proof, and not be in a passion if your first-born 
should be taken away ? 

Theod Theaetetus will bear it, Socrates , he is thor¬ 
oughly good-tempered But do explain what is wrong with 
the conclusion 

SocR You have an absolute passion for discussion, 
Theodorus I like the way you take me for a sort of bag 

‘ The Amphidromia w:is held a few days after birth The infant received 
its name and was associated with the family cult by being earned round the 
central hearth 
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i6i full of arguments, and imagme I can easily pull out a proof 
B. to show that our conclusion is wrong You don’t see what 
IS happening. the arguments never come out of me, they 
always come from the person I am talking with. I am 
only at a slight advantage in having the skill to get some 
account of the matter from another’s wisdom and entertain 
it with fair treatment So now, I shall not give any explana¬ 
tion myself, hut try to get it out of our friend. 

Theod That is better, Socrates , do as you say. 

161B-163A Some objections against Protagoras 
Theodorus is here drawn into the discussion, to mark that the 
first ob]ections will be made against his personal fnend, Protagoras 

161B SocR. Well then, Theodorus, shall I tell you a thing that 
surprises me in your friend Protagoras ’ 
c. Theod. What is that ? 

SocR The opening words of his treatise In general, I 
am delighted with his statement that what seems to any¬ 
one also IS , but I am surpnsed that he did not begin his 
Truth with the words The measure of all things is the 
pig, or the baboon, or some sentient creature still more 
uncouth There would have been something magnificent 
m so disdamful an openmg, telhng us that all the time, 
while we were admiring him for a wisdom more than mortal, 
D, he was m fact no wiser than a tadpole, to say nothing of 
any other human bemg What else can we say, Theodorus ? 
If what every man beheves as a result of perception is 
indeed to be true for him, if, ]ust as no one is to be a 
better judge of what another expenences, so no one is 
better entitled to consider whether what another thinks 
IS true or false, and (as we have said more than once) every 
man is to have his own behefs for himself alone and they are 
all nght and true—then, my fnend, where is the wisdom of 
E Protagoras,•to justify his setting up to teach others and to 
be handsomely paid for it. and where is our comparative 
Ignorance or the need for us to go and sit at his feet, when 
each of us is himself the measure of his own wisdom ^ 
Must we not suppose that Protagoras speaks m this way to 
flatter the ears of the pubhc ? I say nothing of my own 
case or of the ludicrous predicament to which my art of 
midwifery is brought, and, for that matter, this whole busi¬ 
ness of philosophic conversation, for to set about over¬ 
hauling and testing one another’s notions and opinions when 
60 



OBJECTIONS AGAINST PROTAGORAS 

162. those of each and every one are nght, is a tedious and mon¬ 
strous display of folly, if the Truth of Protagoras is really 
truthful and not amusing herself with oracles dehvered 
from the unapproachable shnne of his book 
Theod Protagoras was my friend, Socrates, as you were 
saying, and I would rather he were not refuted by means 
of any admissions of mine. On the other hand, I cannot 
resist you against my convictions, so you had better go 
back to Theaetetus, whose answers have shown, m any case, 
how well he can follow your meanmg. 

B. SocR If you went to a wrestling-school at Sparta, Theo- 
dorus, would you expect to look on at the naked wrestlers, 
some of them making a poor show, and not stnp so as to 
let them compare your own figure ’ 

Theod. Why not, if they were hkely to hsten to me 
and not insist, just as I believe I shall persuade you to 
let me look on now ? The limbs are stiff at my age ; and 
mstead of dragging me into your exercises, you will try 
a fall with a more supple youth 

SocR. Well, Theodorus, as the proverb says, ‘ what hkes 
you mislikes not me ’ So I ■wall have recourse to the 

c. wisdom of Theaetetus 

Tell me, then, first, Theaetetus, about the point we have 
just made. are not you surpnsed that you should turn 
out, all of a sudden, to be every bit as wise as any other 
man and even as any god ^ Or would you say that Protag¬ 
oras’ maxim about the measure does not apply to gods 
just as much as to men ? 

Theaet. Certainly I thmk it does, and, to answer your 
question, I am very much surpnsed. When we were dis- 

D. cussing what they mean by saying that what seems to 
anyone really is to him who thinks it so,^ that appeared 
to me quite satisfactory , but now, all m a moment, it has 
taken on a very different complexion 

SocR That, my fnend, is because you are young , so you 
lend a ready ear to clap-trap and it convmces you. Protag¬ 
oras or his representative wiU have an answer to this. 
He wiU say ‘ You good people sittmg there, boys and 
old men together, this is all clap-trap. You drag m the 
gods, whose existence or non-existence I expressly refuse 

E. to discuss in my speeches and writings, and you count 

^ The ambiguity of Sovetv, including ' what seems ’ (to SokoCv), which might 
mean only perception, and ‘ he who thinks ‘ or ‘ judges ' (o' SokHv), is here neatly 
illustrated 
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i62E. upon appeals to the vulgar such as this ' how strange that 
any human individual is to be no wiser than the lowest 
of the brutes I You go entirely by what looks probable, 
without a word of argument or proof If a mathematician 
hke Theodorus elected to argue from probability in geometry, 
he wouldn't be worth an ace. So you and Theodorus might 
consider whether you are gomg to allow questions of this 
163. importance to be settled by plausible appeals to mere 
likelihood ’ 

Theaet Well, you would not think that right, Socrates, 
any more than we should 

SocR. It seems, then, we must attack the question m 
another way That is what you and Theodorus thmk. 
Theaet Certamly we must 

Socrates has brought against Protagoras two objections, which 
are not of equal cogency (i) Why not ‘ Pig the measure of all 
things ■ ? On the level of mere sensation, man has no pnvileged 
position The pig, or the anthropomorphic god (if such a bemg 
exists), is just as much the measure of his own sensations Plato, 
who confined his acceptance of the maxim to that level, would 
admit this, But Protagoras went beyond sensation and per¬ 
ception to include under ‘ what seems to me ’ what I thmk or 
judge to be true The senous objection is • (2) ' If what every 
man believes as the result of perception is to be true for him ’, 
how can any man be wiser than another ^ Here Plato parts 
company with Protagoras When we return to these objections, 
we shall deny that every man is the measure of the truth of his 
own judgments 

163A-164B Objections to a simple identification of Perceiving and 
Knowing 

Meanwhile, Protagoras having registered his protest against 
clap-trap, the question of ludgment is dropped Socrates turns 
to some prehminary cnticisms of Theaetetus’ proposition Per¬ 
ception is knowledge. These criticisms are made here because 
Protagoras wiU be able to answer them presently in his Defence 
They take' perception as we have now analysed it, m the strictest 
and narrowest sense, and point out that we shall find ourselves m 
Cunous difficulties if we assert that such perception is the only 
form of knowledge The objections are later called captious or 
' ensticnot because they are invalid, but because they take 
Theaetetus’ statement more literally than he mtended They 
serve a purpose by calling attention to various meanings of the 
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word ' know ’ {eniaraadai). (i) I am said to ‘ know ’ Synac ^ 
when I understand the meaning of wntten or spoken symbols. 
(2) I ' know ’ Socrates when I have become acquainted with a certam 
person by sense-perception and possess a record of this acquaintance 
in memory In neither of these senses can ' I know ’ be simply 
equated with ' I am perceiving * It is necessary and fair to make 
Theaetetus see what a simple identification of perceivmg and 
knowmg ' commits him to. 

163A. Sock Let us look at it m this way, then—this question 
whether knowledge and perception are, after all, the same 
thing or not For that, you remember, was the pomt to 
which our whole discussion was directed, and it was for 
its sake that we stirred up all this swarm of queer doctrines, 
wasn’t it ? 

Theaet Quite true 

B SocR Well, are we going to agree that, whenever we 
perceive somethmg by sight or hearing, we also at the same 
time know it ? Take the case of a foreign language we 
have not learnt Are we to say that we do not hear the 
sounds that foreigners utter, or that we both hear and 
know what they are saymg ? Or again, when we don't 
know our letters, are we to maintam that we don’t see 
them when we look at them, or that, since we see them, 
we do know them ? 

Theaet We shall say, Socrates, that we know ]ust so 
much of them as we do see or hear The shape and colour 
of the letters we both see and know, we hear and at the 
c. same time know the nsmg and fallmg accents of the voice , 
but we neither perceive by sight and hearing nor yet know 
what a schoolmaster or an mterpreter could tell us about 
them 

Sock Well done, Theaetetus I had better not raise 
objections to that, for fear of checkmg your growth ® But 
look, here is another objection threatenmg How are we 
going to parry it 
Theaet What is that ? 

D SocR It is this Suppose someone to ask ‘ Is it possible 

* SvpLarl €moTa(T 9 at (Xenophon), ypa^iiara i 7 rtaraa$at 

• Socrates might object that to ' know' a language does not mean hearing 
unintelligible sounds or seemg black marks on paper, but to know the meaning, 
which we do not see or hear But Plato does not want to embark on a dis¬ 
cussion of what it is we know when we know the meaning of words That 
would involve bringing in the Forms, which he is determmed, so far as possible, 
to leave out of account So the pomt is not pressed. 
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163D. for a man who has once come to know something and 
still preserves a memory of it, not to know just that thing 
that he remembers at the moment when he remembers 
it ? ' This IS, perhaps, rather a long-winded way of putting 
the question. I mean: Can a man who has become ac¬ 
quainted ^ with something and remembers it, not know it ? 
Theaet Of course not, Socrates, the supposition is 
monstrous 

SocE Perhaps I am talkmg nonsense, then. But con¬ 
sider you caU seeing ‘ perceivingand sight ‘ perception ', 
don't you ^ 

Theaet I do. 

E SocE. Then, according to our earher statement,® a man 
who sees something acquires from that moment knowledge 
of the thing he sees ? 

Theaet Yes 

SocE. Again, you recognise such a thing as memory ? 
Theaet Yes 

SocE. Memory of nothing, or of somethmg ? 

Theaet Of somethmg, surely. 

SocE Of what one has become acquamted with and per¬ 
ceived—that sort of thmgs ? 

Theaet. Of course 

SocE So a man sometimes remembers what he has seen ? 
Theaet. He does 

SocR Even when he shuts his eyes ? Or does he forget 
when he shuts them 

Theaet. No, Socrates , that would be a monstrous thmg 
to say. 

164 SocR AH the same, we shall have to say it, if we are to 
save our former statement Otherwise, it goes by the 
board. 

Theaet. I certainly have a suspicion that you are nght, 
but I don’t quite see how You must tell me. 

SocR In this way One who sees, we say, acquires know¬ 
ledge of what he sees, because it is agreed that sight or 
perception and knowledge are the same thing. 

Theaet Certainly 

SocR But suppose this man who sees and acquires know¬ 
ledge of what he has seen, shuts his eyes , then he remembers 
the thing, but does not see it Isn't that so ? 

* ftavSavdv here is wider than ' learn ’, and equivalent to the phrase ' come 

to know something * ysveaOai) above 

* The simple identification of perceiving with knowing, recalled at 163A 
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164, Theaet Yes 

B SocR But ' does not see it ’ means ‘ does not know it 
smce ‘ sees ' and ‘ knows ’ mean the same 
Theaet True. 

SocR Then the conclusion is that a man who has come 
to know a thing and still remembers it does not know it, 
since he does not see it, and we said that would be a 
monstrous conclusion 
Theaet. Qmte true 

SocR Apparently, then, if you say that knowledge and 
perception are the same thing, it leads to an impossibihty. 
Theaet. So it seems 

SocR Then we shall have to say they are different. 
Theaet. I suppose so 

In this argument memory first comes into sight. Remembering 
IS a kind of knowing different from perceiving as we have analysed 
it. We seem to have immediate awareness of past objects not now 
given in the actual process of perception If Theaetetus’ definition 
of knowledge as perception is to be saved, ‘ perception ’ must be 
stretched to cover awareness of memory-objects Since there would 
be no objection to that, Socrates here breaks off what threatens 
to become a mere dispute about words The conclusion stands, 
however, that ‘ I know' has other meanmgs than ‘ I am (now) 
perceiving ’. And the nature of memory will call for analysis later 

164C-165E Socrates undertakes to defend Protagoras 
In an interlude Socrates consents to state, on Protagoras' behalf, 
a reply to the cnticism urged agamst Man the measure of all things. 
Incidentally, he adds another ‘ enstic ’ objection to Theaetetus' 
equation of perceivmg with knowing 

164c. SocR What, then, can knowledge be ? Apparently we 
must begm aU over agam But wait a moment, Theaetetus 
What are we domg ? 

Theaet Domg about what ? 

SocR It seems to me we are behaving towards our theory 
like an iH-bred gamecock who sprmgs away from his adver¬ 
sary and starts crowmg over him before he is beaten. 
Theaet. How so ? 

SocR It looks as if we were content to have reached an 
agreement resting on mere verbal consistency and to have 
got the better of the theory by the methods of a professional 
controversialist We profess to be seekmg wisdom, not 
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164D. competing for victory, but we are unconsciously behav¬ 
ing ]ust like one of those redoubtable disputants. 

Theaet. I still don’t understand what you mean 
SocR. Well, I will try to make the pomt clear, so far as I 
can see it. We were askmg whether one who had become 
acquamted with somethmg and remembered it could fcul to 
know it Then we pointed out that a man who shuts his 
eyes after seeing somethmg, remembers but does not see, 
and so concluded that at the same moment he both remem¬ 
bers the thmg and does not know it That, we said, was 
impossible And so no one was left to tell Protagoras 
tale 1, or yours either, about knowledge and perception 
being the same thuig. 

E. Theaet So it appears. 

SocR I fancy it would be very different if the author of 
the first story were still ahve He would have put up a 
good fight for his offspnng. But he is dead, and here are 
we tramphng on the orphan. Even its appomted guardians, 
like Theodoras here, will not come to the rescue However, 
we will step into the breach ourselves and see that it has fair 
play. 

Theod. In point of fact, Socrates, it is rather Callias, son 
165, of Hippomcus,* who IS Protagoras’trustee Myowninchna- 
tions diverted me at rather an early age from abstract dis¬ 
cussions to geometry Ah. the same, I shall be grateful for 
any succour you can give him 

SocR Very good, Theodoras You shall see what my help 
will amount to For one might commit oneself to even 
stranger conclusions, if one were as careless m the use of 
language as we commonly are in our assertions and demals. 
Am I to enlarge upon this to you or to Theaetetus ? 

Theod. To the company m general, but let the younger 
man answer your questions. It will not be such a disgrace 

B to hun to be caught tapping. 

SocR. Let me put, then, the most formidable poser of all, 
which I take to be this * Can the same person know some¬ 
thing and also not know that which he knows ? 

Theod* Well, Theaetetus, what are we to answer ? 
Theaet That it is impossible, I suppose 
SocR Not if you say that seemg is knowing How are 
you gomg to deal with a question that leaves no loophole. 


^ A proverbial expression 

* A wealthy amateur of sophistry, who had entertained Protagoras on his 
visit to Athens. 
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165 B. when you are trapped like a beast m a pit and an imperturb¬ 
able gentleman puts his hand over one of your eyes and asks 
c. if you can see his coat with the eye that is covered ? 
Theaet I suppose I should say . No, not with that one, 
but I can with the other 

SocR So you both see and do not see the same thmg at 
the same time ? 

Theaet Yes, m a sort of way 

SocH. Never mind about the sort of way, he will reply, 
that was not the question I set you, but whether, when 
you know a thmg, you also do not know it. In this mstance 
you are obviously seeing something you don’t see, and you 
have agreed that seemg is knowmg and not seemg is not 
knowing Now draw your conclusion. What is the con¬ 
sequence ? 

D. Theaet, Well, I conclude that the consequence contradicts 
my thesis 

SocR. Yes, and you might have been reduced to the same 
condition by a number of further questions • whether know¬ 
ing can be keen or dun ; whether you can know from close 
at hand what you cannot know from a distance, or know the 
same thmg with more or less intensity A mercenary skir¬ 
misher in the war of words might lie in wait for you armed 
with a thousand such questions, once you have identified 
knowledge and perception. He would make his assaults 
upon heanng and smelling and suchhke senses and put you 
E to confusion, sustaining his attack until your admiration 
of his mestimable skill betrayed you into his toils ; and 
thereupon, leading you captive and bound, he would hold 
you to ransom for such a sura as you and he might agree 
upon ^ 

And now, perhaps, you may wonder what argument 
Protagoras will find to defend his position. Shall we try 
to put It into words ^ 

Theaet By all means 

The ' most formidable ’ objection here added is, like the earlier 
ones, valid agamst Theaetetus’ position, since he has accepted the 
account of perception as the commerce between a sense-organ and 
an external object. If that is what perception is, then to identify 
it with knowledge does lead to these absurdities. The objections 

1 Protagoras, if a pupil objected to the fee he charged, made him swear 
in a temple how much he thought what he had learnt was w'orth Proiag 
3z8b , At , E N 1164a, 24. 
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do not touch Protagoras, who did not limit knowledge to perception 
They are called captious because they only apply to Theaetetus’ 
statement when that is taken more hterally than he meant, and do 
not apply to Protagoras, upon whom Socrates has seemed to father 
aU this complex of doctnnes he has constructed by his dialectical 
combmations Such cavils do not dispose of the whole point of 
view which Theaetetus meant to bring forward, and we do not want 
to quarrel about words. Further, they do not impair Plato’s own 
doctnne of the nature of sense-perception, or shake the claim of 
perception, as so defined, to yield infallible awareness of a private 
object, an element in that doctrme borrowed from Protagoras himself 
It still remains to be shown why Plato refuses to call such awareness 
‘ knowledge ’ Accordmgly, he admits frankly that the whole posi¬ 
tion has not been disposed of by means of a few essays m sophistical 
disputation 

165E-168C. The Defence of Protagoras 
The Defence now put by Socrates into the mouth of Protagoras 
falls into three mam divisions First comes a protest against the 
‘ captious ’ objections and a reply to them The central and most 
important part attempts to meet the really damaging criticism of 
Protagoras himself If every man is the measure of his own judg¬ 
ments, how can Protagoras set up to be wiser than others ? Fmally, 
in a peroration, the sophist is (ironically) represented as exhorting 
the dialectician to argue seriously, not catching at words, but trymg 
to understand what the opponent really means 

SocR. No doubt, then, Protagoras will make all the points 
we have put forward in our attempt to defend him, and 
166 at the same time wiU come to close quarters with the assail¬ 
ant, dismissmg us with contempt ^ ' Your admirable Soc¬ 
rates ’, he will say,' finds a httle boy who is scared at being 
asked whether one and the same person can remember and 
at the same time not know one and the same thmg When 
the child IS fnghtened mto saymg No, because he cannot 
foresee the consequence, Socrates turns the conversation so 
as to make a figure of fun of my unfortunate self. You take 
things much too easily, Socrates The truth of the matter 
IS this • when you ask someone questions in order to canvass 
some opinion of mine and he is found tripping, then I am 

* Protagoras will both («) urge, as we have done for him, that we are 
talking clap-trap (i62d), that verbal disputation is futile (164B) and we must 
use words more carefully {165A), and (<cat) will come to gnps (not with us, but) 
with the sophistic skirmisher and his armoury of eristic cavils, despising us 
for our feeble surrender to such weapons 
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166. refuted only if his answers are such as I should have given ; 
B. if they are different, it is he who is refuted, not I. For 
instance, do you think you will find anyone to admit that 
one’s present memory of a past impression is an impression 
of the same character as one had dunng the onginal experi¬ 
ence, which IS now over ? It is nothing of the sort Or 
again, wiU anyone shrink from admitting that it is possible 
for the same person to know and not to know the same thing ? 
Or, if he IS frightened of saymg that, will he ever allow that 
a person who is changed is the same as he was before the 
change occurred, or rather, that he is one person at all, 
and not several, mdeed an infinite succession of persons, 
c provided change goes on happening—^if we are really to be 
on the watch against one another’s attempts to catch at 
words ? 

Protagoras here makes three rephes (t) The first is to the objec¬ 
tion (1630) You admit I can remember and so ‘ know ’ an object 
I am not now seeing; but you say ' I do not see ’ = ' I do not 
know ’; therefore I do not know what I remember, and we have 
the contradiction I know and do not know the same thing Protag¬ 
oras replies . The image before my memory is not the same ihtng 
as a present sense-impression or even hke it. So it is not true that 
I know (remember) and do not know (see) the same thing All 
that the objection in fact estabhshed was that ' perception ’ must 
be stretched to include awareness of memory images. 

(2) ' No one will shrink from admitting that the same person can 
know and not know the same thing' This replies to the ‘ most 
formidable ’ puzzle of the man with one eye open, one shut (i66b) 
Theaetetus did suggest the answer • If we identify perception with 
the physical commerce between organ and object, one of my eyes 
does know the object, the other does not. This reply was blushed 
aside, and if we shrink from it, Protagoras says, another answer 
IS ready 

(3) We have no nght to speak of a person as the same at different 
moments This reply is based on the theory of perception itself, 
which holds that the subject (organ) never remains the same for 
two moments together. Socrates himself has used this premiss for 
his conclusion at i6oa . No one can have the same perception twice 
We have, m fact, spoken all through as if the physical organ were 
the subject that perceives, and the person a mere bundle of sense- 
organs Hence we could argue that Socrates-weU was ‘ totally 
different ’, as a measure of the sweetness or sourness of wine, from 
Socrates-iU If the subject, as well as the object, is perpetually 
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changing, objections which turn upon the same person knowing and 
not knowing the same thing fall to the ground. 

Thus the captious objections to Theaetetus’ position are disposed 
of We now turn to Protagoras’ own doctnne and Socrates’ criti¬ 
cisms of that (i6ic ff.). 

i66c. SocR {continues). ‘ No,’ he wiU say, ‘ show a more 

generous spirit by attacking what I actually say , and prove, 
if you can, that we have not, each one of us, his pecuhar 
perceptions, or that, granting them to be pecuhar, it would 
not follow that what appears to each becomes—or is, if we 
may use the word ' is ’—for him alone to whom it appears. 
With this talk of pigs and baboons, you are behaving hke 
a pig yourself,^ and, what is more, you tempt your hearers 
D to treat my writings in the same way, which is not fair 

So much for the objection. ' Why not pig the measure of all 
things ^ ’ That really needs no answer For the rest, Socrates 
wUl not attempt to disprove the propositions here asserted that 
each man has his pnvate sensations and perceptions, which are 
infalhble This was precisely the Protagorean element adopted by 
Plato himself Protagoras is not responsible for Theaetetus' sugges¬ 
tion, interpreted as asserting that knowledge consists solely of such 
perceptions On the other hand, the doctrine ‘ man the measure ’ 
was not confined to perception, but included judgment To this 
extension it was objected If each man is the measure of his own 
judgments or behefs, how can one be wiser than another ’ Here 
we come to the core of the Defence, which attempts to explain how 
one man can be wiser than another, although every man’s judgments 
are true for him. 

i66d Socr {continues) ' For I do indeed assert that the truth 
is as I have wntten each one of us is a measure of what is 
and of what is not, but there is all the difference m the 
world between one man and another just m the very fact 
that what is and appears to one is different from what is 
and appears to the other And as for wisdom and the 
wise man, I am very far from saying they do not exist 
By a wise man I mean precisely a man who can change 
any one of us, when what is bad appears and is to him, and 
make what is good appear and be to him In this statement, 
again, don’t set off m chase of words, but let me explain 

* The pig, in Greek, is an emblem of stupidity (d^affta). Lack. 169D ' Would 
not any pig know . ’ Cic , Ac Post 1, 5, 18 non sus docet Minervam 

This remark is less oSensive than the Knghsh sounds 
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i6bE. still more clearly what I mean. Remember how it was put 
earlier in the conversation to the sick man his food appears 
sour and is so . to the healthy man it is and appears the 
opposite Now there is no call to represent either of the 
two as wiser—that cannot be—nor is the sick man to be 
167 pronounced unwise because he thinks ^ as he does, or the 
healthy man wise because he thinks differently What is 
wanted is a change to the opposite condition, because the 
other state is better 

' And so too in education a change has to be effected from 
the worse condition to the better, only, whereas the 
physician produces a change by means of drugs, the sophist 
does it by discourse It is not that a man makes someone 
who previously thought what is false think what is true 
(for it is not possible either to think the thing that is not 
or to think anything but what one experiences, and aU 
B. expenences aie true) , rather, I should say. when someone 
by reason of a depraved condition of mind has thoughts of 
a hke character, one makes him, by reason of a sound 
condition, think other and sound thoughts, which some 
people Ignorantly call true, w'hereas I should say that one 
set of thoughts is better than the other, but not m any way 
truer “ And as for the wise, my dear Socrates, so far from 
calling them frogs, I call them, when they have to do with 
the body, physicians, and when they have to do with plants, 
husbandmen For I assert that husbandmen too, when 
plants are sickly and have depraved sensations, substitute 
c for these sensations that are sound and healthy ® , and 
moreover that wise and honest public speakers substitute 
in the community sound for unsound views oi what is 
’ ' Thinks ', ‘ judges ' (8o|ai«), here replaces ' appears ' {^alfeaBai) What 
13 meant is the judgment stating the fact of a sense-impressiou ' This food 
seems and is to me sour ' If Socrates' earlier expression, ' what every man 
believes as the result of perception ‘ (5 av Si' alaByaeui! Sofaf;;, i6id) is restricted 
to such judgments, they are not ignorant or foolish judgments , nor are they 
false 

^ "Ihe text is doubtful The best sense is obtained by taking t!s 7) 

as the subject of a single sentence from r’srrl {a, 6) to oJSeV (b. 4) Read 
iTonjp? and xp^arij (sc liux^s t|<i, with \\ ) and omitri ^orrairjiaTa (with Dicls, 
srs 11, *25) It 13 the sophist, not thexpijirra efir, that' makes ' the change 
o sound thoughts The readingxpijur^ will then be explained as an attempt 
to provide the e.roiijirt following it with a subject, made by someone who did 
(govemiug the earlier iirot-qae, A 7) is still the subject 
Umittmg T€ KOI d,\j| 9 frj Diels' suggestion (Vors ‘ ii, 225) ilaTf i(aX 
gives a \wong sense, for the unhealthy sensations are also true The con- 
jectures dAijffc'as (Schleiermacher), (Dids), viBa^ (Richards) aienot con- 

Vinf.mcr * ' ' 
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167c. nght. For I hold that whatever practices seem right and 
laudable to any particular State are so, for that State, so 
long as it holds by them Only, when the practices are, in 
any particular case, unsound for them, the wise man sub¬ 
stitutes others that are and appear sound On the same 
principle the sophist, since he can in the same manner guide 
his pupils m the way they should go, is wise and worth a 

D. considerable fee to them when their education is com¬ 
pleted In this way it is true both that some men are wiser 
than others and that no one thinks falsely , and you, 
whether you like it or not, must put up with being a measure, 
since by these considerations my doctrine is saved from 
shipwreck ^ 

In this central section there is no reason to doubt that Socrates 
is doing what he professes to do—defending Protagoras' thesis as 
Protagoias, if he were ahve, would himself have defended it “ 
The form of the argument is necessarily adapted to the context, 
but the contents are, in all probabihty, Protagorean Protagoras 
was the first to claim the title of ‘ Sophist ’, with its suggestion of a 
supenor wisdom. “ He must have reconciled this claim with his 
doctnne that aU opinions are equally true, and can only have done 
so by arguing, as he does here, that some opmions are ' better', 
though not truer, than others, and that his own business, as an edu¬ 
cator, was to substitute better opmions for worse The analogy 
of the husbandman substituting sound and healthy sensations in 
plants is an archaic touch,* suggestmg that Plato may be drawmg 
on Protagoras' own writings Protagoras’ special profession was 
to educate men and make them good citizens , and he taught the 
art of Rhetoric, which was to enable the pubhc speaker to offer 
good counsel to the assembly in an effective form. He must have 
held the corresponding view, here stated, about the laws and cus¬ 
toms of States, considered as the judgments or decisions (ddiai) of 
the community. Such laws and customs are ' nght' for that 
community so long as it holds by them , but a wise statesman can 
try to substitute others that are ‘ better ’ or ‘ sounder We may 
conclude that Plato here is fairly reproducing the standpoint of the 
histone Protagoras. 

^ ffyCcTat d Adyos seems to allude to fiOOos (ittwActo d /Tpwraydpctoff, 164D Cf 

Rip 62IB KOt 0 \ 1 K aTTCoAcTO 

’ Cf H Gomperz, Sophisttk « Rhetonk, p 261 * Proiag 3173 

* 1*3 -Anst. ds plantis 815a, 15, attnbutes to Anaxagoras and Empedocles 
the view that plants have sensation and pleasure and pain The analogy 
between physician, husbandman, and educator recurs at Protag 334, and 
Symp 187A, both places where Plato is using earlier material 
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What, then, does the Defence actually maintain ? The argument 
advances, by stages, from the position where Plato has already 
agreed with Protagoras to the position which he will challenge in 
the sequel. 

(1) At the level of physical sensations or perceptions, it has been 

admitted (159-160) that a sick man’s abnormal sensations are not 
less ‘ true ’ than the healthy man’s normal ones, and that they are 
partly determined by his own state of body The physician, 
Protagoras argues, is called in to change that state, because it is 
generally agreed, by physicians and patients alike, that the healthy 
sensations are ‘ better ’. ‘ Better ’ presumably means ‘ more 

pleasant ‘; and each man is the sole judge of what he finds pleasant. 
The physician can be called ‘ wise ’ because he knows how to change 
the worse state to a better The point that remains obscure is 
what sort of knowledge enables him to do this. 

(2) The position of the educator is said to be analogous to the 
physician’s , it is his business to change our mental condition from 
unsound to sound, so that our judgments, behefs, opimons, may be 
sounder, though not truer The crucial statement is . ‘It is not 
that a man makes someone who previously thought what is false 
think what is true , for it is not possible either to think the thing 
that is not or to think anything beyond what one expenences, 
and all expenences are true.’ The last words refer to Socrates’ 
objection • ‘ If what every man believes as a result of perception 
IS indeed to be true for him , if, just as no one is to be a better judge 
of what another expenences {Ttddog), so no one is better entitled 
to consider whether what another thinks { 86 iav) is true or false ’, 
where is the supenor wisdom of Protagoras ? Protagoras’ reply, 
' No one can think anythmg beyond what he experiences, and all 
expenences are true ’, refers primarily to judgments which are 
supposed merely to register the fact of a present sensation • I 
judge that this wme seems sour to me No one can challenge the 
truth of such a judgment. But in the same breath Protagoras 
extends this claim to all judgments qr behefs m the general state¬ 
ment ‘ It IS impossible to thmk the thmg that is not i e, to 
think what is false The educator cannot, therefore, substitute 
truer behefs , but only ‘ sounder ’ ones What ‘ sounder ’ means is 
left obscure It does not mean ‘ normal ’, for that would set up the 
majority as a norm or measure for the minority It can only mean 
more useful or expedient. a sound behef is one that will produce 
better effects in the future.^ ‘ Better effects', again, must mean 
effects that wiU seem better to me when the sophist has trained me, 

* Protagoras’ position should not be confused with modem Pragmatism, 
which does not assert that all behefs must be equally true 
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I shall then prefer my new behefs to those which I now prefer. 
The same argument applies to the laws and customs of the State. 

' Whatever practices seem nght (dlxaia) and laudable («aAd) to 
any particular State are so, for that State, so long as it holds by 
tVipm ' Thus it is legally nght and socially approved that Moham¬ 
medans should have several wives, Enghshmen one only. But a 
statesman may try to substitute ' sounder' customs This again 
can only mean ' more expedient ’ an Enghshman persuading 
Turks to adopt monogamy can only urge that the results wiH seem 
better to the converted Turk 

Such is Protagoras’ position The Defence now ends with a 
peroration, m which Protagoras lectures Socrates for frivolity and 
the pomts' outstandmg for serious cnticism are recalled 

1670. SocR (continues) ‘ Now if you can dispute this doctrine in 
pnnciple, do so by argument statmg the case on the other 
side, or by askmg questions, if you prefer that method, 
which has no terrors for a man of sense , on the contrary 
It ought to be specially agreeable to him Only there is 
E this rule to be observed do not conduct your questioning 
unfairly. It is very unreasonable that one who professes 
a concern for virtue should be constantly guilty of unfair¬ 
ness in argument Unfairness here consists m not observmg 
the distinction between a debate and a conversation A 
debate need not be taken senously and one may trip up an 
opponent to the best of one’s power, but a conversation 
should be taken in earnest, one should help out the other 
party and brmg home to him only those shps and fallacies 
168. that are due to himself or to his earlier mstructors If 
you follow this rule, your associates will lay the blame for 
their confusions and perplexities on themselves and not on 
you; they will like you and court your society, and dis¬ 
gusted with themselves, will turn to philosophy, hopmg to 
escape from their former selves and become different men 
But if, hke so many, you take the opposite course, you wdl 
reach the opposite result • mstead of tummg your com- 
B. paiuons to philosophy, you will make them hate the whole 
busmess when they get older. So, if you will take my 
advice, you will meet us m the candid spirit I spoke of, 
without hostihty or contentiousness, and honestly consider 
what we mean when we say that all things are in motion 
and that what seems also is, to any mdividual or com- 
mumty. The further question whether knowledge is, or 
is not, the same thmg as perception, you will consider as a 
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i68b consequence of these pnnciples, not (as you did just now) 
c, basuig your argument on the common use of words and 
phrases, which the vulgar twist into any sense they please 
and so perplex one another in all sorts of ways.' 

So the Defence ends. The central part was confined to genuine 
Protagorean doctnne; but here we are reminded that Socrates’ 
dialectical construction has included also the Heracleitean flux and 
Theaetetus' claim that perception is the same thing as knowledge 
All three elements still await serious cnticism, and they are dealt 
with separately m the sequel, (i) The Protagorean thesis—^Every 
judgment true for him who makes it—^is refuted for the individual 
(169D-171C) and for the State (1770-1793) ; next (2) the unrestncted 
doctrine—All things are in motion—is denounced as fatal to all 
discourse (179C-183B) , and (3) the identification of perception 
with knowledge is finally rejected (184B-186E). 

168C-169D Interhide 

In an interlude Theodorus is again drawn into the discussion. 
This marks that the next section of the argument is directed against 
his friend Protagoras, who is not held responsible for the two other 
theses 

i68c SocR {continues) Such, Theodorus, is my contnbution to 
the defence of your fnend—the best I can make from my 
small means. Were he ahve to speak for himself, it would 
be a much more impressive affair. 

Theod You are not senous, Socrates ; your defence was 
most spmted 

SocR. Thank you, my friend. And now, did you notice 
how Protagoras was reproaching us for takmg a child to 
D argue with and using the boy’s timidity to get the better 
of his own position in what he called a mere play of wit, 
in contrast to the solemmty of his measure of all things, 
and how he exhorted us to be serious about his doctrme ? 
Theod Of course I did, Socrates. 

SocR What then ? Do you thmk we should do as he says ? 
Theod. Most certainly. 

SocR Well, the company, as you see, are all children, 
except yourself. If we are to treat his doctnne senously, 
E as he enjoins, you and I must question one another So 
we shall at any rate escape the charge of making hght of it 
by discussing it with boys 

Theod. Why, surely Theaetetus can follow up such an 

75 



THEAETETUS 169 d- 171 d 

i68e investigation better than a great many men with long 
beards. 

SocR But not better than yon, Theodoras. So don’t 
imagine that you have no duty to your departed friend, but 
can leave it to me to make the best defence for him. Please 
169 come with us a httle of the way at any rate—]ust until we 
know whether, in the matter of mathematical demonstrations, 
you cannot help being a measure, or everybody is just as 
competent as you in geometry and astronomy and all the 
other subjects you are supposed to excel in. 

Theod. It IS no easy matter to escape questionmg in your 
company, Socrates. I was deluded when I said you would 
leave me m peace and not force me into the ring like the 
Spartans you seem to be as unrelenting as Skiron The 
B. Spartans tell you to go away if you will not wrestle, but 
Antaeus is more in your hne . you will let no one who comes 
near you go until you have stopped him by force for a tnal 
of strength 

SocR Your compansons exactly fit what is wrong with me, 
Theodorus , but my capacity for endurance is even greater. 
I have encountered many heroes in debate, and times 
without number a Heracles or a Theseus has broken my head; 
c. but I have so deep a passion for exercise of this sort that 
I stick to it all the same. So don’t deny me the pleasure 
of a tnal, for your own benefit as well as mine 
Theod I have no more to say , lead me where you will. 
You are hke Fate • no one can elude the toils of argument you 
spin for him But I shall not be able to oblige you beyond 
the point you have proposed 

SocR Enough, if you will go so far. And please be on 
the watch for fear we should be betrayed mto argmng 
D. fnvolously and be blamed for that agam. 

Theod. I will try as well as I can 

169D-171D. Criticism of Protagoras’ doctrine as extended to all 
judgments 

Socrates now opens the attack on the genmnely Protagorean 
doctrine put forward in the central part of the Defence—the exten¬ 
sion of the maxim, Man the measure, beyond the field of immediate 
perception (where we accepted it) to all judgments 
Our ongmal objection {i6id) was If all judgments are true to 
hun who makes them, how can one man be wiser than another ? 
In the Defence Protagoras was represented as' concedmg ’ that some 
are wiser than others, and this might seem to weaken his case. 
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Socrates now observes that we ought to make sure of this step by 
deducing it formally from what Protagoras certainly did say, 
namely, that ‘ what seems to each man is to him Presumably, 
Plato wishes to avoid the imputation of attributing to Protagoras 
a statement which did not appear just in that form in his wntings, 

169D. SocR Let us begin, then, by coming to grips with the 
doctrine at the same point as before. Let us see whether 
or not our discontent was justihed, when we criticised it 
as making every individual self-sufficient m wisdom Pro¬ 
tagoras then conceded that some people were superior in 
the matter of what is better or worse, and these, he said, 
were wise Didn’t he ? 

Theod. Yes. 

SocR If he were here himself to make that admission, 
E. mstead of our conceding it for him m our defence, there 
would be no need to reopen the question and make sure of 
our ground, but, as things are, we might be said to have 
no authonty to make the admission on his behalf. So it 
will be more satisfactory to come to a more complete and 
clear agreement on this particular point; for it makes a 
considerable difference, whether this is so or not. 

Theod. That is true 

SocR. Let us, then, as bnefiy as possible, obtain his 
agreement, not through any third person, but from his 
170 own statement 
Theod. How ? 

SocR In this way He says—doesn’t he ?—that what 
seems true ^ to anyone is true for him to whom it seems so ? 
Theod. He does 

SocR. Well now, Protagoras, we are expressing what seems 
true to a man, or rather to all men, when we say that 
everyone without exception holds that in some respects he 
IS wiser than his neighbours and in others they axe wiser 
than he For instance, m moments of great danger and 
distress, whether in war or in sickness or at sea, men regard 
as a god anyone who can take control of the situation and 
B. look to him as a saviour, when his only point of supenonty 
IS his knowledge Indeed, the world is full of people lookmg 
for those who can instruct and govern men and animals and 
direct their doings, and on the other hand of people who 
think themselves qmte competent to undertake the teaching 

' TO SokoSh here, as the context shows, mean ' what seems true ’ Since 
Protagoras' maxim covered judgment, the mterpretation is perfectly fair 
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1708. and governing. In all these cases what can we say, if not 
that men do hold that wisdom and ignorance exist among 
them ? 

Theod. We must say that 

SocR And they hold that wisdom lies in thinking truly, 
and Ignorance in false behef ? 

c. Theod Of course. 

SocR. In that case, Protagoras, what are we to make of 
your doctrine’ Are we to say that what men think is 
always true, or that it is sometimes true and sometimes 
false ? From either supposition it results that their thoughts 
are not always true, but both true and false For consider, 
Theodoras Are you, or is any Protagorean, prepared to 
maintain that no one regards anyone else as ignorant or as 
making false judgments ? 

Theod That is mcredible, Socrates. 

D. SocR That, however, is the mevitable consequence of the 
doctrine which makes man the measure of aU things 
Theod. How so ? 

SocR When you have formed a judgment on some matter 
m your own irund and express an opinion about it to me, 
let us grant that, as Protagoras’ theory says, it is true for 
you, but are we to imderstand that it is impossible for us, 
the rest of the company, to pronounce any judgment upon 
your judgment, or, if we can, that we always pronounce your 
opmion to be true ? Do you not rather find thousands of 
opponents who set their opmion agamst yours on every 
occasion and hold that your judgment and belief are 
false ? 

E Theod. I should just think so, Socrates , thousands and 
tens of thousands, as Homer says, and they give me all 
the trouble m the world 

SocR. And what then ? Would you have us say that in 
such a case the opmion you hold is true for yourself and 
false for these tens of thousands ? 

Theod. The doctrme certainly seems to imply that 
SocR And what is the consequence for Protagoras himself ? 
Is it not this . supposmg that not even he beheved, in man 
being the measure and the world m general did not beheve 
it either—as m fact it doesn’t—then this Truth which he 
171. wrote would not be true for anyone ? If, on the other hand, 
he did believe it, but the mass of mankmd does not agree 
with him, then, you see, it is more false than true by just 
so much as the unbehevers outnumber the behevers 
78 



CRITICISM OF PROTAGORAS 

171. Theod. That follows, if its truth or falsity varies with 
each individual opinion. 

Sock. Yes, and besides that it involves a really exquisite 
conclusion ^ Protagoras, for his part, admitting as he does 
that everybody’s opmion is true, must acknowledge the 
truth of his opponents’ behef about his own belief, where 
they think he is wrong 
Theod Certainly 

B SocR. That IS to say, he would acknowledge his own belief 
to be false, if he admits that the behef of those who think 
him wrong is true ? 

Theod, Necessarily. 

SocR. But the others, on their side, do not admit to them¬ 
selves that they are wrong. 

Theod No 

SocR Whereas Protagoras, once more, according to what 
he has written, admits that this opinion of theus is as true 
as any other 
Theod Evidently 

SocR On aU hands, then, Protagoras included, his opinion 
will be disputed, or rather Protagoras will join in the 
general consent—^when he admits to an opponent the truth 
c of his contrary opmion, from that moment Protagoras 
himself wih be admitting that a dog or the man in the 
street is not a measure of anythmg whatever that he 
does not understand. Isn’t that so ^ 

Theod Yes 

SocR Then, smce it is disputed by everyone, the Truth 
of Protagoras is true to nobody—^to himself no more than 
to anyone else 

Theod. We are running my old friend too hard, Socrates 
SocR But it IS not clear that we are outrunning the truth, 
my friend. Of course it is hkely that, as an older man, he 
D was wiser than we are , and if at this moment he could pop 
his head up through the ground there as far as to the neck, 
very probably he would expose me thoroughly for talkmg 
such nonsense and you for agreemg to it, before he sank 
out of sight and took to his heels. However, we must do 
our best with such hghts as we have and continue to say 
what we thmk. 


' Sextus, Maih vii, 389, says that an argument of this form, known as 
' turning the tables ’ (wf/iiTposr^), was used against Protagoras by Democritus, 
as well as by Plato here 
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Socrates’ last words probably do not mean that Protagoras would, 
in Plato’s opinion, have had any valid answer to make. The argu¬ 
ment has fairly deduced, on Protagoras’ own principles, the conse¬ 
quences of asserting that what every man thinks true is true for 
him. It does follow for Protagoras' opponents that his doctrine 
IS not true, and, for Protagoras himself, that then behef in its 
falsity IS true for them. 

r7iD-i72B, Restaiiment of the question • wherein lies the superiority 
of the wise ? 

This argument, however, is ad kommem. The real issue between 
Protagoras and Plato is too senous to be disposed of so hghtly, 
and Socrates now gives the conversation a graver turn He begins 
by restatmg the premiss on which all, mcludmg Protagoras, are 
agreed . that one man can be wiser than another. Wherem can 
such superiority he ? Not m the field of immediate perception of 
sense-qualities there (as Plato is careful to note once more) 
we have agreed with Pro+agoras that each man is the measure of 
what IS, or rather ' becomes ’, for him But the Defence itself 
claimed a supenority m wisdom for the physician, the educator, 
and the statesman All these undertake to change our condition 
and make ‘ better ’ things ‘ appear and be ’ to the individual or 
to the State We have stdl to mquire what this profession imphes 

171D. SocR. {continues). Now, for mstance, must we not say that 
everyone would agree at least to this : that one man can 
be wiser or more ignorant than another ? 

Theod I certainly think so 

Sock And further, shall we say that the doctrme would 
find its firmest footing m the position we traced out m 
E. our defence of Protagoras that most things—hot, dry, 
sweet, everything of that sort—are to each person as they 
appear to him ? Whereas, if there is any case m which the 
theory would concede that one man is supenor to another. 
It might consent to admit that, m the matter of good or bad 
health, not any woman or child—or animal, for that matter 
—knows what is wholesome for it and is capable of curing 
itself, but that here, if anywhere, one person is supenor 
to another 

Theod I should certainly say so 
172. SocR And agam in social matters, the theory will say 
that, so far as good and bad customs or ngbts and wrongs 
or matters of rehgion are concerned, whatever any State 
makes up its mind to enact as lawful for itself, really is 
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172 lawful for it. and m this field no individual or State is wiser 
than another But where it is a question of laying down 
what IS for its advantage or disadvantage, once more there, 
if anywhere, the theory wiU admit a difference between 
two advisers or between the decisions of two different 
States m respect of truth, and would hardly venture to 
assert that any enactment which a State supposes to be 
B for its advantage will quite certainly be so 

The position taken up in the Defence is here restated fairly 
The doctor has some wisdom or knowledge justifymg his offer to 
change my condition to one in which thmgs he calls ' better ' will 
appear and be to me His case is parallel to that of the statesman, 
who uses his eloquence to recommend a change of custom or of 
law or a practical policy If ' right ’ means simply what is en¬ 
joined by law and a ' good custom ’ one that is in fact socially 
approved, no State can claim to be wiser than another But 
anyone who comes forward to recommend a change must claim 
that it will produce ‘ better' results, that is to say, results which 
will appear as more advantageous when the change has been 
effected. When we return to this pomt later, it wiU be argued 
that the doctor’s or the statesman’s present judgment about what 
will be more advantageous m the future conflicts, ex hypothesi, 
with the judgment of his unconverted hearers, and that both cannot 
be true This argument, however, is not developed until after 
the ‘ digression ’, which now follows 

172B-177C Degression the contrast of Philosophy and Rhetoric 

The occasion of this digression has not been weU understood, 
Socrates breaks off at this point to suggest that some who ' do not 
argue altogether as Protagoras does ’ may not accept the analogy 
that has just been drawn between the doctor’s concern with the 
bodily health of the individual and the statesman’s concern with 
questions of nght and wrong They will deny that ' right ’ has 
any meaning at aU other than what is publicly decreed at any 
tune This, as Socrates says, raises a larger issue than the argu¬ 
ment we were just embarkmg upon with Protagoras. 

172B. SocR. [continues) But, in that field I am speakmg of—^m 
nght and wrong and matters of religion—people ^ are ready 
to affirm that none of these things is natural, with a reality 
of its own, but rather that the public decision becomes true 

1 The subject of the plural eSeXovai is not the same as the singular subject 
(d Adyoj) of the previous sentences, and accordingly not Protagoreans but (as 
Campbell says) ‘ certam persons who are presently defined ' 
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1723. at the moment when it is made and remams true so long 
as the deasion stands, and those who do not argue alto- 
gether as Protagoras does carry on their philosophy on 
these hnesA 

But one theory after another is coming upon us, Theo- 

c. dorus, and the last is more important than the one before. 

Editors have not seen clearly that this sentence does not amplify 
the preceding one, but introduces a new position held, not by 
Protagoras, but by people who do not state them position 
altogether as Protagoras stated his. Their view is the ' more 
important ’ theory, involving larger issues than the restncted 
position we have just ascribed to Protagoras, the consideration of 
which is accordingly postponed. 

What IS this larger theory ? Those who hold it are not ' incom¬ 
plete Protagoreans ’, but go further than Protagoras himself. They 
deny the analogy between physical qualities (hot, dry, sweet, etc) 
and moral quahties hke ‘ ]ust ’ The hot and the cold, the dry 
and the moist, they wiU say, exist ‘ by nature ’; and they would 
agree with Protagoras that the fact that one contrary appears to 
me, the other to you, is consistent with their having an ob]ective 
bemg of their own, But ‘ ]ust ’ and ' unjust ’, they say, have no 
status m Nature , they are mere creations of convention or of the 
public decision of the commuruty We have no evidence that 
Protagoras went so far as this ® It is the extreme position formu¬ 
lated m the Repubhc by Thrasymachus, who demes that ' right ’ 
has any natural vahdity the word means nothmg more than what 
the most powerful element m the State decrees for its own advan¬ 
tage (to rov XQeCrrovog avjjxpiqov) He would reject the distinction 
Socrates has just drawn between what is laid down as lawful and 
what IS decided upon as advantageous {av/MpiQovra). When 
Socrates argued m the Repubhc (as he wiU later m the Theaeietus) 
that the strongest element in the State may be mistaken about 
its own advantage, Thrasymachus was not convmced The 
atheists of Laws X (889 ff) draw the same contrast between Nature 
and convention Fire, Air, Water, and Earth exist by nature and 

'■ Reading xai oooi ye Xiyovm "Oaoi ov Myoyai would mean ' all who 

do not argue and we should then have to understand (with M Di6s and 
others) all who do not go so far as Protagoras But these people go further 
It IS not true that everyone who stops short of Protagoras’ position holds the 
extreme view here stated 

* His speech m the Protagoras 320 fi recognises innate moral instincts of 
aiSiuj and Si'icTj, existing in all men before society is formed Education 
in virtue is a development of these natural instincts by a socialising process, 
makmg men good citizens of their own States 
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chance, without design, and by the interplay of their active 
powers—^hot, cold, dry, moist, etc—produce the whole physical 
cosmos But art or design arises only later, it is mortal and of 
mortal origm. The whole of legislation, custom, and religion is 
‘ not by nature, but by art ’ Conventions differ m different com¬ 
munities ‘ What IS nght (r'ct dbtaia) has no natural existence at 
aU, but men are perpetually disputing about it and altering it, 
and whatever alteration they make at any time is at that time 
authoritative, owmg its existence to design and the laws, not m 
any way to nature ’ (889E) This is precisely the position stated 
here, the extreme consequence of makmg man the measure of 
aU thmgs, but a consequence never, so far as we know, drawn by 
Protagoras himself, who did not dream of subverting the basis of 
morahty 

To Plato this thesis is the position of the arch-enemy, the 
whole of the Republic is a reply to it. Here, acknowledging that 
it cannot be attnbuted to Protagoras, Socrates drops for a time 
the cnticism of Protagoras’ own theory, and replies mdirectly m 
the ' digression ’ that foUows. A direct treatment would demand 
a repetition of the contents of the Republic and arguments sup¬ 
porting the Platomc thesis that the moral Forms, Justice and 
the rest, do ‘ exist by nature with a being of their own But the 
Forms are to be excluded, so far as possible, from this conversation, 
which discusses the claim of the world of appearances to yield 
knowledge without invokmg the mteUigible world So Plato is 
content to indicate his answer by revivmg the contrast drawn in 
the Gorgias and the Republic between the orator of the law court 
or the Assembly and the true statesman, the philosopher whose 
knowledge lies m that other realm of reality The whole digression 
IS studded with allusions to the Republic, and in the course of it 
the moral Forms are plainly, though unobtrusively, mentioned 


172c Theod Well, Socrates, we have time at our disposal 

SocR Evidently. And it stnkes me now, as often before, 
how natural it is that men who have spent much tune in 
philosophical studies ^ should look ridiculous when they 
appear as speakers m a court of law. 

Theod How do you mean ? 

SocR When you compare men who have knocked about 
from their youth up m law courts and such places with 
others bred m philosophical pursuits, the one set seem to 
D. 'have been tramed as slaves, the others as free men. 


^ (PiAoffoi^ia has often a wide meaning covering all liberal studies (as at 143D) 
or ' culture ’ {as in Isocrates). 


83 



THEAETETUS 


172B-177C 


172D. Theod In what way ? 

SocR In the way you spoke of; the free man always 
has time at his disposal to converse m peace at his leisure 
He will pass, as we are doing now, from one argument to 
another—we have ]ust reached the third, like us, he wiE 
leave the old for a fresh one which takes his fancy more, 
and he does not care how long or short the discussion may 
be, if only it attains the truth The orator is always talkmg 
E. against time, humed on by the clock; there is no space 
to enlarge upon any subject he chooses, but the adversary 
stands over him ready to recite a schedule of the pomts 
to which he must confine himself He is a slave disputing 
about a feUow-slave before a master sitting m judgment 
with some definite plea in his hand , and the issue is never 
indifferent, but his personal concerns are always at stake, 
173 sometimes even his life Hence he acquires a tense and bitter 
shrewdness ; he knows how to flatter his master and earn his 
good graces, but his mind is narrow and crooked An 
apprenticeship in slavery has dwarfed and twisted his growth 
and robbed him of his free spint, driving him into devious 
ways, threatening him with fears and dangers which the 
tenderness of youth could not face with truth and honesty , 
so, turning from the first to hes and the requital of wrong 
B with wrong, warped and stunted, he passes from youth 
to manhood with no soundness m him and turns out, in 
the end, a man of formidable intellect—as he imagines. 

So much for the orator, Theodorus Shall I now describe 
the philosophic quire to which we belong, or would you 
rather leave that and go back to our discussion ? We 
must not abuse that freedom we claimed of ranging from 
one subject to another. 

Theod No, Socrates , let us have your description first 
c As you said quite nghtly, we are not the servants of the 
argument, which must stand and wait for the moment 
when we choose to pursue this or that topic to a conclusion. 
We are not in a court under the judge's eye, nor m the 
theatre with an audience to cnticise our philosophic evolu¬ 
tions 

SocR. Then, if that is your wish, let us speak of the leaders 
m philosophy; for the weaker members may be neglected. 
D. From their youth up they have never known the way to 
market-place or law court or council chamber or any other 
place of public assembly, they never hear a decree read 
out or look at the text of a law, to take any interest in 
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173D. the rivalnes of political chques, in meetings, dinners, and 
merrymakings with flute-girls, never occurs to them even 
in dreams. Whether any fellow-citizen is well or iU born 
or has mhented some defect from his ancestors on either 
side, the philosopher knows no more than how many pints 
of water there are m the sea He is not even aware that 
E. he knows nothmg of all this, for if he holds aloof, it is 
not for reputation’s sake, but because it is really only his 
body that sojourns m his city, while his thought, disdaining 
all such things as worthless, takes wings, as Pindar says, 

‘ beyond the sky, beneath the earth ’, searchmg the heavens 
and measuring the plains, ever3Mvhere seeking the true 
174. nature of everything as a whole, never sinking to what hes 
close at hand 

Theod What do you mean, Socrates ? 

SocR The same thing as the story about the Thracian 
maidservant who exercised her wit at the expense of Thales, 
when he was lookmg up to study the stars and tumbled 
down a weU She scoffed at him for being so eager to 
know what was happening m the sky that he could not 
see what lay at hrs feet Anyone who gives his life to philo- 
B. sophy is open to such mockery. It is true that he is unaware 
what his next-door neighbour is domg, hardly knows, 
mdeed, whether the creature is a man at aU, he spends 
all his pains on the question, what man is, and what powers 
and properties distinguish such a nature from any other.^ 
You see what I mean, Theodorus ? 

Theod Yes , and it is true. 

SocR And so, my fnend, as I said at first, on a pubhc 
c. occasion or in pnvate company, in a law court or anywhere 
else, when he is forced to talk about what hes at his feet 
or is before his eyes, the whole rabble will join the maid¬ 
servants m laughing at him, as from mexpenence he walks 
bhndly and stumbles into every pitfall. His terrible 
clumsiness makes him seem so stupid He cannot engage 
in an exchange of abuse,® for, never having made a study 
of anyone’s peculiar weaknesses, he has no personal scandals 
to brmg up , so m his helplessness he looks a fool When 
D people vaunt their own or other men’s merits, his unaffected 
laughter makes him conspicuous and they thmk he is 
frivolous When a despot or king is eulogised, he fancies 

1 A clear allusion to the theory of Forms The real object of knowledge 
IS the Form ' Man not mdividual men 

* A constant feature of forensic speeches at Athens 
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174D. he is heanng some keeper of swine or sheep or cows bemg 
congratulated on the quantity of milk he has squeezed 
out of his flock, only he reflects that the animal that 
princes tend and milk is more given than sheep or cows 
to nurse a sullen grievance, and that a herdsman of this 
sort, penned up in his castle, is doomed by sheer press of 
E. work to be as rude and uncultivated as the shepherd m 
his mountam fold. He hears of the marvellous wealth of 
some landlord who owns ten thousand acres or more , but 
that seems a small matter to one accustomed to think of 
the earth as a whole. When they harp upon birth—some 
gentleman who can pomt to seven generations of wealthy 
ancestors—he thmks that such commendation must come 
from men of purblind vision, too uneducated to keep their 
175. eyes fixed on the whole or to reflect that any man has 
had countless I myriads of ancestors and among them any 
number of nch men and beggars, kings and slaves, Greeks 
and barbarians To pnde oneself on a catalogue of twenty- 
five progemtors going back to Heracles, son of Amphitryon, 
strikes him as showmg a strange pettiness of outlook. He 
laughs at a man who cannot nd his mind of foohsh vamty 
B. by reckomng that before Amphitryon there was a twenty- 
fifth ancestor, and before him a fiftieth, whose fortunes 
were as luck would have it. But in all these matters the 
world has the laugh of the philosopher, partly because he 
seems arrogant, partly because of his helpless ignorance 
in matters of daily hfe. 

Theod Yes, Socrates, that is exactly what happens 
SocR On the other hand, my fnend, when the philosopher 
drags the other upwards to a height at which he may 
c. consent to drop the question ‘ What mjustice have I done 
to you or you to me ? ’ and to think about justice and 
injustice m themselves, what each is, and how they differ 
from one another and from anything else ^, or to stop 
quotmg poetry about the happiness of kings or of men with 
gold in store and think about the meamng of kingship and 
the whole question of human happiness and misery, what 
their nature is, and how humanity can gain the one and 
escape the other—m all this field, when that small, shrewd, 
D. legal mmd has to render an account, then the situation is 
reversed Now it is he who is dizzy from hangmg at such 
an unaccustomed height and looking down from imd-air 

* The moral Forms are here openly mentioned, and there are allusions to 
the allegory of the Cave m Rep vi 
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175D. Lost and dismayed and stammermg, he will be laughed at, 
not by maidservants or the uneducated—they will not see 
what IS happenmg—^but by everyone whose breedmg has 
been the antithesis of a slave's. 

Such are the two characters, Theodoras. The one is 
E. nursed m freedom and leisure, the philosopher, as you call 
him. He may be excused if he looks foohsh or useless 
when faced with some -memal task, if he cannot tie up bed¬ 
clothes mto a neat bundle or flavour a dish with spices and 
a speech with flattery. The other is smart in the dispatch 
of aU such services, but has not learnt to wear his cloak like 
176. a gentleman, or caught the accent of discourse that will 
nghtly celebrate the true life of happiness for gods and 
men 

Theod. If you could convmce everyone, Socrates, as you 
convince me, there would be more peace and fewer evils in 
the world. 

SocR. Evils, Theodoras, can never be done away with, for 
the good must always have its contrary, nor have they any 
place in the divine world, but they must needs haunt this 
region of our mortal nature That is why we should make 
all speed to take flight from this world to the other , and 
B. that means becoinmg hke the divine so far as we can, and 
that again is to become righteous with the help of wisdom 
But it is no such easy matter to convmce men that the 
reasons for avoidmg wickedness and seeking after goodness 
are not those which the world gives. The right motive is 
not that one should seem innocent and good—that is no 
better, to my thinking, than an old wives’ tale—but let us 
state the truth in this way. In the divine there is no 
c. shadow of unrighteousness, only the perfection of nghteous- 
ness, and nothing is more like the divme than any one of 
us who becomes as nghteous as possible It is here that a 
man shows his true spirit and power or lack of spint and 
nothmgness. For to know this is wisdom and excellence of 
the genume sort, not to know it is to be manifestly blind and 
base. AU other forms of seeming power and mteUigence 
in the rulers of society are as mean and vulgar as the 
D. mechanic’s skiU in handicraft If a man’s words and deeds 
are unrighteous and profane, he had best not persuade him¬ 
self that he is a great man because he sticks at nothmg, 
glorymg in his shame as such men do when they fancy that 
others say of them • They are no fools, no useless burdens 
to the earth, but men of the nght sort to weather the storms 
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176D. of public life. Let the truth be told: they are what they 
fancy they are not, all the more for deceiving themselves, 
for they are ignorant of the very thing it most concerns 
them to know—the penalty of injustice. This is not, as they 
imagine, stripes and death, which do not always fall on the 
E. wrong-doer, but a penalty that cannot be escaped 
Theod. What penalty is that ? 

Sock. There are two patterns, my friend, in the unchange¬ 
able nature of thmgs, one of divine happmess, the other of 
godless misery—a truth to which their folly makes them 
177. utterly blind, unaware that in domg injustice they are grow¬ 
ing less hke one of these patterns and more like the other. 
The penalty they pay is the life they lead, answering to the 
pattern they resemble But if we tell them that, unless 
they nd themselves of their superior cunmng, that other 
region which is free from all evil \vill not receive them after 
death, but here on earth they will dwell for all tune in some 
form of life resembhng them own and in the society of things 
as evil as themselves, aU this wih sound like foolishness to 
such strong and unscrupulous iiunds 
Theod So it will, Socrates. 

B. Sock I have good reason to know it, my fnend But 
there is one thing about them: when you get them alone 
and make them explain their objections to philosophy, then, 
if they are men enough to face a long exanunation without 
nmnmg away, it is odd how they end by finding then own 
arguments unsatisfying; somehow their flow of eloquence 
runs dry, and they become as speechless as an infant 
All this, however, is a digression, we must stop now, 
c. and dam the flood of topics that threatens to break m and 
drown our onginal argument. With your leave, let us go 
back to where we were before 

Theod For my part, I rather prefer listening to your 
digressions, Socrates, they are easier to follow at my time 
of life. However, let us go back, if you like 

The tone of this digression goes beyond the Gorgias and the 
Phaedo and is far removed from the humanity of Socrates, 
who certainly knew the way to the market-place, though he 
dehbeiately kept out of pohtics There is a foretaste of Cymcism 
m the emphatic contempt of wealth and high birth. The mam 
contrast is not between the life of contemplation and the active life, 
to which, m a reformed soaety, the philosopher kmg would acknow¬ 
ledge his duty to descend Many samts, hke Teresa, have led very 
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active lives without abandoning the joys of contemplation. The 
life contrasted with the philosopher's is at first that of the rhetorician, 
and towards the end that of the man trained m rhetoric to be the 
ruler of society, the strong-minded man who will stick at nothing 
and thinks himself a ' reahst' because he has no conception of the 
reality of ideals—a familiar figure in the post-war world of Plato’s 
manhood, as m our own It is an easy conjecture that some part 
of this tirade was mspired by Plato’s expenences at the court of 
Syracuse 

The allusions to the allegory of the Cave, the passage about the 
true meamng of kmgship, happiness, and justice, are intended to 
recall the whole argument of the Republic, with its doctrine of the 
divine, mtelhgible region of Forms, the true objects of knowledge. 
This IS no mere digression , it mdicates—^what cannot be directly 
stated—the final cleavage between Platomsm and the extreme 
consequences of the Protagorean thesis. The Theaetetus here opens 
a window upon the world of true being, but the vision must be 
closed Our concern at present is only with the world of appear¬ 
ances and its claim to yield knowledge. 

177C-179C. Refutation of the Defence of Protagoras 

The argument is now resumed at the point where it was dropped 
(172A), when the genuinely Protagorean position had been isolated 
from extraneous elements That position is now stated again, to 
mark that we have been straymg beyond it Socrates proceeds to 
refute the defence he put forward earher on Protagoras’ behalf 

177c. SocR Very weU I think the pomt we had reached was 
this We were sa3Tng that the behevers m a perpetually 
changmg reahty and in the doctrine that what seems to 
an individual at any time also is for him would, in most 
matters, strongly insist upon their principle, and not least 
in the case of what is right they would mamtam that any 
D. enactments a State may decide on certainly are nght for 
that State so long as they remam in force, but when it 
comes to what is good, we said that the boldest would not 
go to the length of contending that whatever a State may 
beheve and declare to be advantageous for itself is m fact 
advantageous for so long as it is declared to be so—unless 
he meant that the name ‘ advantageous ’ would continue 
to be so apphed, but that would be turning our subject 
into a joke 
Theod Certainly, 
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177E Sock. We wiH suppose, then, that he does not mean the 
name, but has in view the thing that bears it. 

Theod. We will 1 

SocR Whatever name the State may give it, advantage 
IS surely the aim of its legislation, and all its laws, to the 
fuH extent of its behef and power, are laid down as being 
for its own best profit. Or has it any other object m view 
when it makes laws ’ 

178. Theod None. 

SocR. Then does it also hit the mark every time ? Or 
does every State often miss its arm completely ? 

Theod I should say that mistakes are often made 
SocR. We may have a still better chance of gettmg every¬ 
one to assent to that, if we start from a question covenng 
the whole class of things which includes the advantageous 
It is, I suggest, a thing that has to do with future time 
When we legislate, we make our laws with the idea that they 
will he advantageous in time to come We may call this 
class ' what is going to be ’ 

B. Theod. Certamly 

SocR Here, then, is a question for Protagoras or anyone 
else who agrees with him According to you and your 
friends, Protagoras, man is the measure of all things—of 
white and heavy and light and everything of that sort 
He possesses m himself the test of these things, and believing 
them to be such as he expenences them, he believes what 
is true and real for him. Is tha+ right ? 

Theod Yes 

SocR. Is it also true, Protagoras (we shall contmue), that 
c. he possesses withm himself the test of what is going to be in 
the future, and that whatever a man beheves will be, actually 
comes to pass for him who beheves it ? Take heat, for 
example. When some layman beheves that he is going to 
catch a fever “ and that this hotness is gomg to exist, and 
another, who is a physician, beheves the contrary, are we 
to suppose that the future event will turn out m accordance 
with one of the two opimons, or m accordance with both 
opimons, so that to the physician the patient will not be hot 
or in a fever, while he wiU be both these things to himself ? 

* It IS not a question of the State giving the name ' advantageous ’ to any 
class of actions it enjoins Legislation must be understood to imply a judg¬ 
ment that the conduct prescribed will have good effects 

^ nvpeToy IS subject of cf Phaadr ZJIA, fSjJiur Kal flcppo'-njj 

di)diis Xaji^duci. 
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178c. Theod That would be absurd. 

SocR. And on the question whether a wine is going to be 

D. sweet or dry, I imagine the vine-grower’s judgment is authori¬ 
tative, not a flute-player's. 

Theod. Of course. 

SocE. Or again, on the question whether a piece of music 
is going to be in tune or not, a gjnnnastic tramer would not 
have a better opinion than a musician as to what the tramer 
himself will later judge to be m good tune. 

Theod. By no means 

SocR And when a feast is bemg prepared, the guest who is 
to be invited, supposing him not to be an expert m cookery, 
will have a less authoritative opinion than the confectioner 
upon the pleasure that will result. We will not dispute yet 

E. about what already is or has been pleasant to any mdivi- 
dual, but about what will m the future seem and be to 
anyone, is every man the best judge for himself, or would 
you, Protagoras,—at least in the matter of the arguments 
that any one of us would find convincing for a court of law 
—^have a better opimon beforehand than any untrained 
person ? 

Theod Certainly, Socrates, in that matter he did emphati¬ 
cally profess to be superior to everybody. 

SocR Bless your soul, I should think he did. No one 
179 would have paid huge sums to talk with him, if he had not 
convinced the people who came to him that no one whatever, 
not even a prophet, could judge better than he what was 
gomg to be and appear m the future 
Theod Qmte true 

SocR And legislation, too, and the question of advan¬ 
tageousness are matters concerned with the future, and 
everyone would agree that a State, when it makes its laws, 
must often fail to hit upon its own greatest advantage ? 
Theod Assuredly 

SocR Then we may quite reasonably put it to your master 
B that he must admit that one man is wiser than another and 
that the wiser man is the measure, whereas an ignorant 
person like myself is not in any way bound to be a measure, 
as our defence of Protagoras tried to make me, whether I 
liked it or not. 

Theod I think that is the weakest point m the theory, 
Socrates, though it is also assailable in that it makes other 
people’s opmions vahd when, as it turns out, they hold 
Protagoras’ assertions to be quite untrue. 
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179c. SocR There are many other ways, Theodorus, of assaihng 
such a position and proving that not every opinion of every 
person is true. 

The Defence of Protagoras is thus refuted The argument which 
‘ turns the tables' is reaffirmed by Theodorus. and it has been 
shown that not all judgments can be true. When the patient and 
the doctor disagree about what the patient’s experiences will be 
at some future time, they are disagreemg about the same fact, which 
is not at the moment part of the private experience of either, so 
that he might claim to be the only possible judge. They cannot 
both be nght No more can two politicians who dispute whether 
some law or decree wiU have good effects for the State Protagoras’ 
own profession as an educator of good citizens rested entirely on 
his claim to be a better judge than his pupils of what they would, 
when educated, find to be good for them 

179C-181B. The extreme Heraclettean position, contrasted with Par¬ 
menides' denial of all motion and change 

Plato has now shown why he will not accept the Protagorean 
position as extended by its author to judgments which go beyond 
the individuars immediate and pnvate expenence of his present 
sensations But within this narrower field he has himself accepted 
the position, and built it into his own account of the nature of per¬ 
ception We must now return to that account and consider the 
second element, drawn from the flux doctrine of Heracleitus With 
what reservations and restnctions are we to adopt the principle 
that all things are perpetually m motion ? 

179c Sock {continues). But with regard to what the individual 
expenences at the moment—the source of his sensations and 
the judgments in accordance with them—it is harder to 
assail the truth of these Perhaps it is wrong to say 
‘ harder', maybe they are unassailable, and those who 
assert that they are transparently clear ^ and are instances 
of knowledge may be in the right, and Theaetetus was not 
beside the mark when he said that perception and know- 
D. ledge were the same thing 

We must, then, look more closely mto the matter, as our 
defence of Protagoras enjomed, and study this moving 

^ Cf Phaedrus 250c. ‘ through the clearest of the senses, sight, we apprehend 
beauty in the perfect clearness of its radiance ’ (Sta rijs ivapyecTaTTfs 
otiA| 3 ov evapytoTara) Plato Will contend that perception of sensible quali¬ 
ties, though infaUible in the sense above defined, does not reveal true reality 
and IS therefore not knowledge 
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179D reality, ringing its metal to hear if it sounds true or cracked 
However that may be, there has been no mconsiderable 
battle over it and not a few combatants. 

Theod Anything but inconsiderable ; m Ionia, indeed, it 
IS actually growmg m violence The followers of Heracleitus 
lead the quire of this persuasion with the greatest vigour 
SocR AU the more reason, my dear Theodorus, to look into 
it carefully and to fbUow their lead by tracing it to its 
E source 

Theod. By aU means. For there is no discussmg these 
pnnciples of Heracleitus—or, as you say, of Homer or still 
more ancient sages—^with the Ephesians themselves, who 
profess to be famihar with them, you might as well talk 
to a mamac. Faithful to their own treatises they are 
literally m perpetual motion, their capacity for staymg 
still to attend to an argument or a question or for a quiet 
180 interchange of question and answer amounts to less than 
nothing, or rather even a minus quantity is too strong an 
expression for the absence of the least modicum of repose 
in these gentry ^ When you put a question, they pluck 
from their quiver little oracular aphorisms to let fly at you, 
and if you try to obtam some account of their meaning, 
you will be instantly transfixed by another, barbed with 
some newly forged metaphor. You will never get anywhere 
with any of them , for that matter they cannot get anywhere 
with one another, but they take very good care to leave 
B nothing settled either in discourse or m their own minds; 
I suppose they think that would be something stationary 
—a thing they will fight against to the last and do their 
utmost to banish from the umverse 
SocR Perhaps, Theodorus, you have seen these gentlemen 
in the fray and never met them in their peaceable moments , 
indeed they are no friends of yours I dare say they keep 
such matters to be explained at leisure to their pupils whom 
they want to make like themselves. 

Theod Pupils indeed I My good fnend, there is no such 
c thing as a master or pupil among them , they spnng up hke 
mushrooms Each one gets his mspiration wherever he can, 
and not one of them thinks that another understands any¬ 
thing So, as I was going to say, you can never brmg them 

1 Taking to oi!8’ oiSev (' not even nothing ’ = a minus quantity) as the 
subject of uTTfpjJaAAei, ' is excessive (an exaggerated estimate) with respect to 
the absence of even a little quietness m them ’ For jrpds, cf. Soph 238A, 5 , 
Phaedo 75A, 9 
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i8oc. to book, either with or without their consent We must 
take over the question ourselves and try to solve it like a 
problem. 

SocR. That is a reasonable proposal As to this problem, 
then, have we not here a tradition from the ancients who 

D. hid their meaning from the common herd in poetical figures, 
that Ocean and Tethys, the source of all thmgs, are flowmg 
streams and nothing is at rest, and do not the moderns, 
m their superior wisdom, declare the same quite openly, 
m order that the very cobblers may hear and understand 
their wisdom and, abandonmg their simple faith that some 
thmgs stand still while others move, may reverence those 
who teach them that everything is m motion ? 

But I had almost forgotten, Theodorus, another school 

E. which teaches just the opposite, that reality ' is one, immov¬ 
able . " Being " IS the name of the Alland much else that 
men like Mehssus and Parmemdes maintain m opposition to 
all those people, tellmg us that all things are a Umty which 
stays stiU within itself, havmg no room to move in. How are 
we to deal With all these combatants ? For, httle by little, our 

1 Reading oloi' {lor otov), aKtvrjrov rtXiSn navrl ovoii tlvai There is 
no reason to doubt that this verse stood in the text of Parmenides used 
by Plato and Simplicius, who twice quotes it, without reference to the Thuae- 
tetus, at Phys 29, 15 and 143, 8 Both must have understood it as above 
translated The sense is good and relevant I cannot believe that Plato 
concocted the verse from the two halves of frag 8, 38, ivA ri ye MoXp' 
in^Sriatv \ oSXotf aKivrjTov r* ifieycti rip iravr^' a) ovofi coral | oooo pporol narcffcvro, 
wrX which belong to difierent sentences and have a quite difierent meaning 
I suggest, however, that Parmenides’ text itself was corrupt reXeBety 
IS not used by the Pre-Socratics in the sense ‘ to be ’ I conjecture re BiXet, 
and supply as the only possible subject of fic'Aci logical Necessity ('Avdyiai 
or Aiicji or MoJpa) Cf Heracl 65 fy to aoijidv povyoy Acycoflai oi 5 x iOiXei xol 
Zijros dyopa The verse can then be placed after frag 19 at the end 
of the poem 

ovroi Toi Kara Sd^av c^u rdfic #caf wy iaot 
Kal pcrdiTctT* doo roi/Sc TcAeunjooooi rpa^dyra' 

Tols S' dvop* dvOpcanoi xardflerr* hriarripov cxdoroj 
trouToni ouScvl irlorij dvi povyoy yap *AvayKTj> 
otov aKCvTjTdv TC 0 dAci rip Travrl dyop cfvtu 

‘ Men have given many names to changing things , but all these names are 
false, for Necessity is willing that the All should only be called one and 
immovable ' This makes a good ending If we now suppose that the text 
used by Plato and Simplicius had been corrupted and corrected into poCvov 
yap dvayKj] \ otov, aKttrjTOV rcXdBei rip iravri dvop Avat, we have the verse 
quoted, independently and correctly, by Plato and Simplicius, as Par¬ 
menides’ last word on the unity and changelessness of Being (see Classical 
Review, 1935, A New Fragment of Parmenides). 
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i8oe. advance has brought us, ■without our knowing it, between 
the two hnes , and, unless we can somehow fend them oE and 
i8i. shp through, we shall suffer for it, as in that game they play 
m the ■wrestling schools, where the players are caught by 
both sides and dragged both ways at once across the hne. 
The best plan, I think, wiU be to begin by taking a look at 
the party whom we first approached, the men of Flux ; and 
if there seems to be anything m what they say, we will 
help them to puH us over to their side and try to elude the 
others, but if we find more truth in the partisans of the 
immovable whole, we will desert to them from these revolu- 
B. tionanes who leave no landmark unremoved If both sides 
turn out to be quite unreasonable, we shall merely look 
foolish if we suppose that nobodies hke ourselves can make 
any contribution after rejecting such paragons of ancient 
wisdom Do you think it worth while to go further in the 
teeth of such danger, Theodorus ? 

Theod. Certainly, Socrates , I could not bear to stop before 
we have found out what each of the two parties means 

Theodorus’ ngorous outburst perhaps expresses Plato’s impatience 
with the later followers of Heracleitus, who appear to have copied 
with exaggeration their master’s use of cryptic aphonsms and reiter¬ 
ated his doctrme of flux without contributmg anything more than 
emphasis. The Heracleitean position that is to be examined is 
the extreme position, comparable to the equally extreme denial of 
all motion and change by Parmenides. Plato’s own task was to 
discover what elements of truth each party was trying to express 
Parmemdes will be reserved for the Sophist The Theaetetus, bemg 
concerned with the sensible world, deals with Heracleitus, whose 
doctrine has its apphcation m that world. 

181B-183C Criticism of extreme Heracleiteanism 

Socrates opens his criticism of Heracleitus by dra^wing the distrac¬ 
tion between two kinds of change local motion and change of 
quality At Parmenides 138B these were declared to be the only 
two species of change. The word for change of quahty (dAAotowflat) 
occurs in Heracleitus himself : ‘ God is day and night, ■winter and 
summer, war and peace, surfeit and hunger , he changes (dAAotovrai) 
just as fire, when blended with spices, is named according to the 
savour of each ’ (36 Byw., 67 Diels). Whether the later Heraclei- 
teans drew this chstmction or not, they appear to have denied any 
kind of rest or fixity 
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i8ib. Socr. Well, if you feel so strongly about it, we must look 
into the matter I think our study of change should begin 
C. with the question What after all do they mean when they 
say all things are in change ? What I mean is this ; Do 
they recogmse one kmd of change or two ? I think there 
are two , but I must not be alone m my opmion , you must 
take your share in the nsk, so that we may meet together 
whatever fate shall befall us TeUme* do you call it change 
when something removes from place to place or revolves m 
the same place ? 

Theod Yes 

Socr Let that be one kmd, then. Now suppose a thing 
D stays m the same place but grows old or turns black instead 
of white or hard instead of soft or alters in some other 
way, isn’t it proper to call that a different kmd of change ? 
Theod Yes, it must be 

Socr So I should recogmse these as two kmds of change 
—alteration and local movement. 

Theod And you are right 

Socr. Havmg made that distmction, then, let us now 
begm our talk with these people who say that everything 
is m change and ask them. Do you say everythmg is in 
E both sorts of change—^both movmg m place and altering 
—or that part changes in both ways, part in only one of the 
two ? 

Theod I really cannot tell, but I think they would say 
' m both ways ’ 

Socr. Yes, my fnend; otherwise they will find thmgs at 
rest as well as thmgs m change, and it will be no more 
correct to say that everythmg is changing than to say that 
everything is at rest, 

Theod Quite true. 

Socr. So, since they are to be m change and unchangingness 
183. must be impossible anywhere, all thmgs are always m every 
kmd of change. 

Theod That follows. 

The theory of the nature of sense-perception, stated earlier, is now 
included m the position we are examining. Judgment, as distmct 
from sense-perception, has already been disposed of in the criticism 
of Protagoras. Being faUible, judgment (as Theaetetus wiU remark 
later, 1873) cannot be simply identified with knowledge So the dis¬ 
cussion has now been narrowed down to the question ‘ Can sense- 
perception, whose mfalhbihty has been admitted, give us know- 
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ledge ? Plato stands by his analysis of sense-perception, which is 
now recalled. It is stiU attributed to those more refined thinkers 
who have been alleged to hold the doctrine of flux That doctrine 
was onginally stated without any reservation as applying to ‘ all 
thingsPlato has now to point out that, if the objects of percep¬ 
tion (to which it does, in his opinion, apply) are taken to be ‘ all 
things ’, there can be no such thing as knowledge at all, since no 
statement we make about these perpetually changing things can 
remain true for two moments together All discourse will be im¬ 
possible, since there wiU be no fixed and stable thmgs for our words 
to refer to 

182A SocR Now consider this point m their theory. The 
account they gave of the genesis of hotness or wliiteness or 
whatever it may be, we stated—didn’t we ?—m this sort of 
way that any one of these thmgs is somethmg that moves 
m place, simultaneously with a perception, between agent 
and patient, and that the patient becomes perceptive, not 
a perception, while the agent comes to have a quahty, rather 
than to be a quahty Perhaps this word ' quahty ’ stakes 
you as queer and uncouth and you don’t understand it as 
a general expression , so let me give particular instances 
B The agent does not become hotness or whiteness, but hot 
or white, and so on with all the rest. No doubt you remem¬ 
ber how we put this earher * that nothing has any bemg 
as one thing just by itself, no more has the agent or patient, 
but, as a consequence of their intercourse with one another, 
m givmg buth to the perceptions and the things perceived, 
the agents come to be of such and such a quahty, and the 
patients come to be percipient. 

Theod. I remember, of course. 

The reference is to the statement (156E) that ' white ', ' hot ’, 
' hard ', etc , have no being just by themselves, and that the agent 
(as such) and the patient (as such) do not exist until the external 
object and the sense-organ come vdtlun range of one another and the 
' qmck movements ’ begm to pass between them Such being the 
process of perception, Socrates now takes objects and perceptions 
separately, begiiming with objects. 


^ This IS the first occurrence m Greek of the substantive noi^rrjs, though the 
corresponding adjective woloj, ‘ of what sort or ‘ nature ' or ‘ character 
was in common use The word was corned as a general term for all characters 
hke ' hotness ' whiteness ‘ heaviness etc , the termination -rTjf corre¬ 
sponding to ' -ness ' m English 
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182c. Sock Very well, then, we will not inquire into other parts 
of their theory, whether they mean this or that, but keep 
to the pomt we have m view and ask them this . All things, 
by your accoimt, are in a perpetual stream of change Is 
that so ? 

Theod Yes. 

SocR With both the kinds of change we distmguished— 
both moving in place and altering ? 

Theod Certamly, if they are to be completely in change 
SocR Well now, if they only moved m place without alter- 
mg in quality, we should be able to say what quahties they 
have as they move in this stream, shouldn’t we ? 

Theod Yes 

D. SocR Since, however, there is nothing constant here either 
—the fiowmg thing does not flow white but changes, so that 
the very whiteness itself flows and shifts into another colour, 
in order that the thing may escape the charge of constancy 
in that respect—can we ever give it the name of any colour 
and be sure that we are naming it nghtly ? 

Theod How can that be done, Socrates ? Or how can 
anythmg else of the kmd you mean be called by its right 
name, if, while we are speaking, it is aU the time slippmg 
away from us in this stream ? 

SocR. And agam, what are we to say of a perception of 
any sort; for mstance, the perception of seeing or heanng ? 

E. Are we to say that it ever abides m its own nature as seemg 
or heanng ^ 

Theod. It certamly ought not, if all things are m change. 
SocR Then it has no nght to be called seeing, any more 
than not'seemg, nor is any other perception entitled to be 
called perception rather than not-perception, if everything 
is changmg in every kmd of way 
Theod No, it hasn’t 

SocR. And moreover perception is knowledge, according 
to Theaetetus and me 
Theod Yes, you did say so 

SocR In that case, our answer to the question, what 
knowledge is, did not mean knowledge any more than not- 
knowledge. 

183. Theod So it appears 

The latter part of this argument, dealmg with perception, seems 
at first sight less cogent than the part concerned with objects It 
might be objected that, though the organ of sight and the percep- 
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tion (seeing) may be changing all the time, that does not mean that 
seemg ceases to be seeing and might as well be called ' not-seemg ’ 
Theaetetus' identification of perception with knowledge meant that 
every mdividual act of perception is infalhble awareness of some¬ 
thing that exists. This is not disproved by pomtmg out that the 
perception and its object are always changing The total complex 
—^perception-f-object—^may.be changing, but if it yields know¬ 
ledge at any moment, it does so at all moments We are merely 
aware of slightly different objects m a slightly different way from 
moment to moment; but each new perception is just as infallible 
as the last. The fact of change does not make perception cease to 
be perception, or, if it ever is knowledge, cease to be knowledge 

The extreme Heracleitean, however, cannot make this reply. 
It would mean that my perception, though changmg in content, 
remains the same m so far as it always has the character of bemg 
perception and knowledge But the Heracleitean says that nothing 
ever remams the same. Plato’s pomt is that, if' all thmgs ' without 
exception are always changing, language can have no fixed meaning 
In the statement ‘ Perception is knowledge ’ the meanmgs of the 
words must be constantly shifting. So the statement cannot remam 
true or the same statement. 

The Heracleitean Cratylus, who influenced Plato in his youth, 
did in fact reach this conclusion. Anstotle says that thinkers who 
identified the real with the sensible world concluded that ' to seek 
truth would be to chase a flymg bird ’ ‘ They saw that all this 

world of nature is m movement and that about that which changes 
no true statement can be made, at least, regardmg that which 
everjwhere m every respect is chanpng nothmg could be truly 
affirmed It was this behef that blossomed mto the most extreme 
of the views above mentioned, that of the professed Heracleiteans, 
such as was held by Cratylus, who finally did not thmk it right to 
say anything but only moved his finger, and cnticised Heracleitus 
for sajung that it is impossible to step twice into the same river , 
for ha thought one could not do it even once.’ ^ The conclusion 
Plato means us to draw is this unless we recognise some class of 
knowable entities exempt from the Heracleitean flux and so capable 
of standing as the fixed meanmgs of words, no definition of know¬ 
ledge can be any more true than its contradictory Plato is deter¬ 
mined to make us feel the need of his Forms without mentionmg 
them. Without the Forms, as his Parmenides said,^ there can be no 
discourse. The same conclusion had already been stated at the 
end of the Cratylus 

^ At , Metaph loioo, 7, trans. Ross. 

• See Introd , p ii 
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183A SocR That would be a pretty result of the improvement 
we made upon that first answer,^ when we were so eager 
to prove at right by showing that everythmg is in change. 
Now it seems that what has in fact come to light is that, 
if all things are in change, any answer that can be given to 
any question is equally right you may say it is so and it 
IS not so—or ' becomes if you prefer to avoid any term 
that would bung these people to a standstill 
Theod. You are right 

SocR Except, Theodoras, that I used the words ' so' and 
‘ not so whereas we have no right to use this word ‘ so ’— 
what is ‘ so ’ would cease to be in change—nor yet ‘ not so ' 

B there is no change in that either Some new dialect will 
have to be instituted for the exponents of this theory, since, 
as it IS, they have no phrases to fit their fundamental prop¬ 
osition—^unless mdeed it were ' not even no-how That 
might be an expression indefinite enough to smt them. 
Theod A most appropriate idiom 
SoCR So, Theodorus, we are quit of your old fnend, and 
not yet ready to concede to him that every man is the 
c, measure of all things, if he is not a wise man Also, we 
shall not admit that knowledge is perception, at least on the 
basis of the theory that all thmgs are in change, unless 
Theaetetus has some objection 

Theod. That is excellent, Socrates , for now these ques¬ 
tions are disposed of, it was agreed that I should be qmt of 
answering your questions, as soon as the discussion of 
Protagoras’ theory should come to an end. 

Two conclusions are here carefully stated By the argument 
that the wise man is a better judge of what will be in the future 
we have disposed of Protagoras’ doctrme as extended to judgments , 
but m the restncted sphere of sense-perception our apphcation of his 
pnnciple stiU stands. Theaetetus’ proposition, that perception is 
knowledge, has been refuted ’ on the basts of ike theory that all things 

^ Viz that knowledge is the same as perception 

* The text is corrupt ouS’ oStujs (W) cannot be nght, since ovx ovto) has 
already been rejected as nor indefinite enough oiS’ Sirois (BT) is not Greek for 
‘ No-how' (ouS’ diroiooCv, or onworioCv) If some still more negative expression 
IS needed—' not even nohow ’ (cf to ou8’ ovSeV, 180 a)— we might conjecture 
oils’ ovBinwsi a form as possible as ovScirore or oilSdiroi, which Plato might com 
for this occasion {ovttios being poetic) Another possibility is oi!< k at > 5 ’ 
oTToip, ni-scto quomodo (Meno 86 b], involving a pun on airnpov = ' indefinite ’ 
and dirtipov = ‘ ignorant ’ (as at Ttm 550 and Phileb 17E) Pending a better 
suggestion. S’ ovtws after fiiXiara should be retained 
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are m change ' —the extreme Heracleitean position—but only on 
that basis. The theory of the nature of perception is not abandoned, 
on the contrary it is used to disprove the claim of perception to be 
knowledge It is true that the organs and objects of perception 
are always changing, and if this were (as Theaetetus held) the only 
form of cognition, there would be no knowledge. Knowledge 
requires terms that will have a fixed meaning and truths that will 
remain true 

The upshot of this section is that Plato has disentangled the 
application of the flux doctrine to sensible things, which he accepts, 
from the unrestricted assertion, ' AH things whatsoever are in 
change ', which he rejects. The conclusion would be more obvious, 
if it were not his plan to exclude mention of the Forms—the things 
which are not in change and can be known 

183C-184B. Interlude Socrates declines to cnttcise Parmenides 

Socrates now dechnes to discuss the equally extreme Eleatic 
doctnne that all motion and change is an illusion The criticism 
of Parmenides is reserved for the Sophist, where the world of un¬ 
changing reality will be allowed to come mto view 

183c Theaet No, Theodorus, you must not be released until 
D you and Socrates, as you proposed just now, have discussed 
those others who assert that the whole of things is at rest 
Theod Would you teach your elders, Theaetetus, to dis¬ 
honour their agreements No, for what remains you must 
prepare yourself to carry on the argument with Socrates. 
Theaet. Yes, if he wishes , though I would much rather 
have been a hstener while this subject is discussed. 
Theod. To invite Socrates to an argument is like inviting 
cavalry to fight on level ground. You will have something 
to listen to, if you question him 

SocE. Well, but, Theodorus, I think I shall not comply 
E. with Theaetetus’ request. 

Theod. Not comply ? What do you mean ? 

SocE. A feeling of respect keeps me from treating in an 
unworthy spirit Mehssus and the others who say the um- 
verse is one and at rest, but there is one being ^ whom I 
respect above aU Parmenides himself is m my eyes, as 
Homer says, a ‘ reverend and awful ’ figure I met him when 
I was quite young and he quite elderly, and I thought there 

^ 1 suspect a sort of pun on sva ovra UapneviSriv and the in on he believed 
in (So Di6s, p 123 ) 
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184. was a sort of depth in him that was altogether nobleP I 
am afraid we might not understand his words and still less 
follow the thought they express Above aU, the onginal 
purpose of our discussion—^the nature of knowledge— 
might be thrust out of sight, if we attend to these impor- 
tunate topics that keep breaking in upon us In par¬ 
ticular, this subject we are raising now is of vast extent. 
It cannot be fairly treated as a side issue ; and an adequate 
handhng would take so long that we should lose sight of 
our question about knowledge Either course would be 
wrong My business is rather to try, by means of my 
B. midwife’s art, to dehver Theaetetus of his conceptions 
about knowledge. 

Theod Well, do so, if you think that best 

i84B~i86e ‘ PercepHon iS Knowledge ’ finally disproved 

Plato has now ehminated those elements in Protagoras’ doctrine 
and m Heradeiteanism which he will not accept. There remain 
those which he does accept and has included in his own theory 
of the nature of perception He can now consider the claim of 
perception to be identical with knowledge This claim, as advanced 
by Theaetetus, strictly implies not only that perception is know¬ 
ledge, but that it IS the whole of knowledge The following refuta¬ 
tion proves (i) that perception cannot be the whole of knowledge, 
for a great part of what is always called knowledge consists of 
truths involving terms which are not objects of perception, and 
(2) that, even within its own sphere, the objects of perception 
have not that true reality which the objects of knowledge must 
possess Hence, so far from being co-extensive with knowledge, 
perception is not knowledge at all 

(i) Perception is not the whole of knowledge —^The first argument 
does not depend on the details of Plato’s theory of sense-perception. 
Such a theory, he would hold, can never be more than a probable 
account which might need amendment. But even if it be not 
accepted, he can still show that perception, in the strict sense 
which IS taken to exclude judgment, cannot be the whole of 
knowledge 

184B Sock Well then, Theaetetus, here is a point for you to 
consider The answer you gave was that knowledge is 
perception, wasn’t it ? 

Theaet. Yes 

1 For this reference to the meeting described in the Parmenides, see Introd , 
P » 
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184B SocR Now suppose you were asked ‘ When a man sees 
white or black things or hears high or low tones, what 
does he see or hear with ’ ’ I suppose you would say • 

‘ With eyes and ears ' 

Theaet Yes, I should 

c SocR To use words and phrases in an easy-going way 
without scrutinisiiig them too curiously is not, in general, 
a mark of ill-breeding; on the contrary there is somethmg 
low-bred in being too precise But sometimes there is no 
help for it, and this is a case in which I must take exception 
to the form of your answer Consider . is it more correct 
to say that we see and hear wtth our eyes and ears or through 
them '> 

Theaet I should say we always perceive through them, 
rather than with them 

D SocR Yes , it would surely be strange that there should 
be a number of senses ensconced inside us, like the warriors 
in the Trojan horse, and all these thmgs should not con¬ 
verge and meet m some single nature—a mind, or what¬ 
ever it IS to be called — mth which we perceive all the objects 
of perception through the senses as instruments. 

Theaet. Yes, I think that is a better description 
SocR My object in bemg so precise is to know whether 
there is some part of ourselves, the same in all cases, with 
which we apprehend black or white through the eyes, and 

E. objects of other kinds through the other senses. Can you, 
if the question is put to you, refer all such acts of appre¬ 
hension to the body ^ Perhaps, however, it would be 
better you should speak for yourself in reply to questions, 
instead of my taking the words out of your mouth Tell 
me : all these instruments through which you perceive 
what IS warm or hard or light or sweet are parts of the 
body, aren’t they ?—not of anything else 
Theaet Of nothing else 

SocR. Now will you also agree that the objects you per- 
185. ceive through one faculty cannot be perceived through 
another—objects of hearmg, for instance, through sight, 
or objects of sight through hearing ? 

Theaet Of course I wiH 

SocR. Then, if you have some thought about both objects 
at once, you cannot be having a perception mcluding both 
at once through either the one or the other organ 
Theaet. No 

SocR Now take sound and colour. Have you not, to 
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185. begin with, this thought which includes both at once—that 
they both exist ? 

Theaet I have. 

SocR. And, further, that each of the two is different from 
the other and the same as itself ’ 

B. Theaet Naturally 

SocR. And again, that both together are two, and each 
of them IS one ? 

Theaet Yes 

SocR. And also you can ask yourself whether they are 
unlike each other or alike 
Theaet. No doubt 

SocR Then through what organ do you think aU this 
about them both > What is common to them both cannot 
be apprehended either through heanng or through sight 
Besides, here is further evidence for my point. Suppose 
it were possible to inquire whether sound and colour were 
both brackish or not, no doubt you could tell me what 
c. faculty you would use—obviously not sight or heanng, 
hut some other 

Theaet Of course the faculty that works through the 
tongue 

SocR Very good But now, through what organ does 
that faculty work, which teUs you what is common not 
only to these objects but to all things—what you mean 
by the words ‘ exists ’ and ‘ does not exist ’ and the other 
terms apphed to them m the questions I put a moment 
ago ? What sort of organs can you mention, corresponding 
to all these terms, through which the perceiving part of us 
perceives each one of them ? 

Theaet You mean existence and non-existence, likeness 
and unlikeness, sameness and difference, and also unity 
D. and numbers in general as apphed to them, and clearly 
your question covers ‘ even ’ and ' odd ’ and all that kmd 
of notions. You are askmg, through what part of the body 
our mind perceives these ? 

SocR. You follow me most admurably, Theaetetus ; that 
is exactly my question 

Theaet. Really, Socrates, I could not say, except that 
I think there is no special organ at all for these things, as 
there is for the others It is clear to me that the mind 
E in itself is its own mstrument for contemplating the common 
terms that apply to everything 

SocR. In fact, Theaetetus, you are handsome, not ugly 
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185E. as Theodorus said you were , for in a discussion handsome 
is that handsome does And you have treated me more 
than handsomely m saving me the trouble of a very long 
argument, if it is clear to you that the mind contemplates 
some thmgs through its own instrumentality, others through 
the bodily faculties That was indeed what I thought 
myself; but I wanted you to agree. 

186. Theaet. Well, it is clear to me. 

In this argument, for the first time, we go behind the earlier 
account of sense-perception, which regarded the subject as no 
more than a bundle of distinct sense-organs, and sense-perception 
as a process occurring between organ and external object That 
account stands, but it is now added that, behind the separate 
organs, there must be a mind, centrally receiving their several 
reports and capable of reflectmg upon the data of sense and makmg 
judgments In these judgments the thmking mmd uses terms 
like ' exists ', ‘ is the same as ' is different from ’, which are not 
objects of perception reaclung the mind through the channel of 
any special sense, but are ' common ’ to all the objects of sense. 
The mmd gams its acquaintance with the meaning of such terms 
through its own instrumentality, not by the commerce between 
bodily organs and objects 

These terms are called ' common ’ (ttoivd) in contrast with the 
' private' (idea) or ' peculiar ’ objects of the several senses. 
‘ Common ’ means no more than that. They are not to be con¬ 
fused with the ‘ common sensibles' which Aristotle regarded as 
the objects of a common sensorium seated in the heart, namely 
objects perceptible by more than one sense, such as motion, shape, 
number, size, time. Plato does not speak of a ‘ common sense ’ 
(xoivij alaOrjaig), but on the contrary msists that his common terms 
are apprehended, not by any sense, but by thought. The judg¬ 
ments mvolvmg them are made by the rmnd, thmkmg by itself, 
without any special bodUy organ. The terms are ‘ common ’, 
not m Anstotle’s sense, but in the sense m which a name is common 
to any number of mdividual thmgs Thus ‘ exists ’ is ‘ apphed 
in common to all thmgs ’ {xoivov bil ndai, 185c), it can occur 
in a statement about any subject you hke Existence, we are 
presently told (i86a), ‘ attends on ’ or ' belongs to ' all things 
These common terms are, in fact, the meanmgs of common names 
—what Plato calls ‘ Forms ’ or ‘ Ideas ’. The instances given here 
correspond to the mstances given by Socrates in the Parmenides 
(129D), where he says that Zeno's dilemmas could be escaped by 
' separating apart by themselves Forms such as likeness and un- 
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likeness, plurality and unity, rest and motion and all such things 
The terms there mentioned happen to be those which occurred in 
Zeno's arguments against plurahty and motion, Socrates adds 
later (130B) the moral Forms ‘ beautiful, good, and all such things 
just as he will presently add them here (i86a)A In the Theaeteius 
Plato is determined to say as little as possible about the Forms, 
and he here avoids using the word, but that these ‘ common' 
terms simply are Forms should be obvious to anyone who has 
read the Parmenides. The avoidance of the word has misled many 
cntics into asserting that the Forms are not mentioned m the 
Theaeletus, and miscallmg these common terms ‘ categories 
Plato could not press the argument further in this direction 
without openly discussing the Forms as the true objects of know¬ 
ledge. But the mference is clear: that percepts cannot be the 
only objects of knowledge, as the identification of knowledge with 
perception imphed Any statement we can make about the objects 
of perception, and therefore any truth, must contam at least one 
of these common terms Therefore all knowledge of truths, as 
distmct from immediate acquaintance with sense-data, mvolves 
acquaintance with Forms, which are not pnvate objects of per¬ 
ception, not mdividual existents, not mvolved m the Heracleitean 
flux. The reader can now draw the first conclusion : Perception 
IS not the whole of knowledge. 

The argument next proceeds to the second conclusion • (2) Per- 
cepiton, even within its own sphere, is not knowledge at all 

i86a. Sock. Under which head, then, do you place existence ? 
For that is, above all, a thmg that belongs to everything. 
Theaet I should put it among the things that the mind 
apprehends by itself. 

SocR And also hkeness and unhkeness and sameness and 
difference ? 

Theaet Yes. 

SocR. And how about ‘ honourable ’ and ‘ dishonourable ’ 
and ‘ good' and ‘ bad ’ ? 

Theaet Those agam seem to me, above all, to be things 
* See Introd , p 8 

> The entirely gratuitous confusion, traceable to Plotinus, of Plato's common 
terms with Aristotle's categories will be dealt with later (p 374), where some 
of the common terms come up agam for discussion The modems add a 
further confusion with the quite different use of ‘ category ’ by Kant and 
others Campbell (p lui), for instance, speaks of ' necessary forms of thought 
which are as mseparable from perception as from reasoning ' The common 
terms are not forms of thought, but objects of thought {voijra), and they are 
separable from perception. 
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r86A whose being is considered, one in comparison with another, 
by the mind, when it reflects withm itself upon the past 
B. and the present with an eye to the future.^ 

SocR Wait a moment. The hardness of something hard 
and the softness of something soft will be perceived by 
the mind through touch, will they not ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

SocR. But their existence and the fact that they both 
exist, and their contranety to one another and again the 
existence of this contrariety are things which the nund 
itself undertakes to judge for us, when it reflects upon them 
and compares one with another 
Theaet. Certainly. 

SocR. Is it not true, then, that whereas all the impressions 
which penetrate to the mind through the body are things 
c. which men and animals alike are naturally constituted to 
perceive from the moment of birth, reflections about them 
with respect to their existence and usefulness only come, 
if they come at all, with difficulty through a long and 
troublesome process of education ? 

Theaet Assuredly 

SocR. Is it possible, then, to reach truth when one cannot 
reach existence ? 

Theaet. It is impossible 

SocR. But if a man cannot reach the truth of a thmg, 
can he possibly know that thmg ? 

D. Theaet. No, Socrates, how could he ? 

SocR. If that IS so, knowledge does not reside m the 
impressions, but m our reflection upon them. It is there, 
seemmgly, and not m the impressions, that it is possible 
to grasp existence and truth. 

Theaet Evidently. 

SocR Then are you going to give the same name to two 
thmgs which differ so widely ? 

Theaet. Surely that would not be right 

SocR Well then, what name do you give to the first one 

—to seemg, hearing, smelling, feeling cold and feeling warm ? 

^ Theaetetus seems to be thinking of the recent argument against Protag¬ 
oras, turning on the question of judgments about the comparative goodness 
or badness of future eSects, and what unll seem honourable (laudable) or 
dishonourable customs to a State Socrates stops him'short and applies his 
statement to the contrasts of sense qualities Touch can show us that this 
IS hard, that soft, but it is thought, not sense, that reflects upon the contrast 
of hard and soft 
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i86e. Theaet Perceiving What other name is there for it ? 
SocR Taking it all together, then, you call this perception ? 
Theaet Necessarily. 

Sock A thing which, we agree, has no part in apprehending 
truth, since it has none in apprehendmg existence. 

Theaet No, it has none 

SocR. Nor, consequently, m knowledge either. 

Theaet No. 

SocR Then, Theaetetus, perception and knowledge cannot 
possibly be the same thing 

Theaet. Evidently not, Socrates Indeed, it is now perfectly 
plain that knowledge is something different from perception. 

Such IS the final disproof of the claim of perception to be know¬ 
ledge Though admitted to be, m a sense, infaUible, perception 
has not the second mark of knowledge it cannot apprehend 
existence and truth. There is a certam ambiguity about the words 
' existence ' (oikr/a) and ‘ truth ’ (d^deia) both are commonly 
used by Plato to mean that true reahty which he ascribes to Forms 
and demes to sensible objects. If we keep to the sense suggested 
by the previous context, the statement should mean that the 
simplest judgment, such as ‘ Green exists here ’, is beyond the 
scope of perception proper, our immediate awareness of green 
The faculty of perception has no cogmzance of the meaning of the 
word ‘ exists ’, and, smce only judgments or statements can be 
true, all truths are beyond its scope. 

To the Platonist, however, who is famihar with the associations 
of ‘ reahty ’ and ‘ truth ’, the passage will mean more than this. 
The statement that reflections on the existence or usefulness of 
our sense-impressions come only, if at all, after a long and trouble¬ 
some education seems at first sight to conflict with the argument 
for Recollection in the Phaedo, where it was asserted that from the 
time when we first begin to use our senses we make judgments 
mvolvmg Forms, which we must therefore have known before 
birth. All judgments mvolve the use of some common term , and 
Plato cannot mean to deny here that uneducated people make 
judgments. Plainly he means that they have not such knowledge 
of Forms as the dialectician gains by the long process of education 
described m Republic vii. And the Phaedo may only mean that, 
though children do make judgments such as ‘ This is like that ’ 
and mean somethmg by them, they have only a dim and confused 
apprehension of Forms such as likeness. The advance to knowledge 
IS a gradual recovery of clear vision, possible only by a trainmg in 
dialectic. 
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The conclusion suggested earlier was that perception cannot be 
the whole of knowledge because there are other objects—^the com¬ 
mon terms—^which the mmd must know if it is to reflect at all. 

If we now take account of the Platonic sense of ' reahty and truth 
we can add a further mference. Even my direct perception of my 
own sense-object cannot be called ‘ knowledge because the object 
IS not a thing which is unchangmgly real but only something that 
becomes and is always changing. Some might say that they are 
more certain of the sensations and perceptions they have at any 
moment than they are of anything else, and to deny the name 
of knowledge to such direct acquaintance is, in a sense, a matter 
of terminology But to Plato knowledge, by definition, has the 
real for its object, and these objects have not true and permanent 
being. This point, however, cannot be elaborated without entermg 
on an account of the intelligible world Hence a certain ambiguity 
is allowed to remam about the meamng of ' reachmg truth (reahty) 
and existence 

II The Claim of True Judgment to be Knowledge 

187A-C Theaetetus states the clam of True Judgment 
In the foregoing argument against Protagoras the distinction 
between direct perception and judgment has gradually emerged. 
Theaetetus has been led to see that knowledge must be sought above 
the level of mere sensation or perception, somewhere in the field 
of that ‘ thinkmg ' or ‘ judgmg ’ which has been descnbed as an 
activity of the mind ‘ by itself exercised upon the reports of the 
senses and usmg the common terms Judgments may be true or 
false. Theaetetus’ next suggestion is that any judgment that is 
true IS entitled to be called knowledge 

187A SocR But when we began our talk it was certainly not 
our object to find out what knowledge is not, but what 
it IS Still, we have advanced so far as to see that we must 
not look for it m sense-perception at all, but in what goes 
on when the mind is occupied with things by itself, whatever 
name you give to that. 

Theaet WeU, Socrates, the name for that, I imagme, is 
‘ making judgments' 

SocR You are right, my fnend. Now begm all over 
B again Blot out all we have been saymg, and see if you 
can get a clearer view from the position you have now 
reached. Tell us once more what knowledge is. 

Theaet I cannot say it is judgment as a whole, because 
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187B there is false judgment; but perhaps true judgment is 
knowledge. You may take that as my answer If, as we 
go further, it turns out to be less convincing than it seems 
now, I wiU try to find another. 

SocR Good, Theaetetus , this promptness is much better 
than hanging back as you did at first. If we go on hke 

c. this, either we shall find what we are after, or we shall 
be less inclined to imagine we know something of which 
we know nothing whatever, and that surely is a reward 
not to be despised. And now, what is this you say that 
there are two sorts of judgment, one true, the other false, 
and you define knowledge as judgment that is true i* 
Theaet Yes , that is the view I have come to now. 

The word {do^dCsiv) above translated ' making judgments ’ has 
been loosely used earher for thmking or reflection of any sort 
that goes on m the mmd ‘ by itself' Judgment (Soia) will be more 
precisely defined presently (190A) as the decision termmatmg the 
mind’s mward debate with itself. But the verb continues to be 
used as a synonym for thmking generally and even for ' thmking 
of' some object. The translation will follow Plato in using what¬ 
ever expression seems most natural m each context 

187C-E How is false judgment possible ? 

Instead of developing and criticismg Theaetetus’ new suggestion, 
Socrates here goes back to a pomt that arose in the Defence of 
Protagoras. Almost the whole of this section of the dialogue will 
be devoted to attempts to account for the possibihty of false 
judgment At 167A Protagoras said that no one can judge falsely ; 
' for it is not possible either to think the thing that is not or to 
think anythmg but what one experiences, and all expenences are 
true ’. So far, our only reply to this has been to argue ad hominem 
that if all judgments are true, Protagoras refutes himself, and 
that two contradictory judgments about a future fact which is not 
now part of ‘ what one expenences ’, cannot both be true. We 
have not shown that it is possible to ‘ thmk the thmg that is not ’, 
and if it IS not possible, Protagoras could reply that then all judg¬ 
ments must be true and his position is unassailable by such 
arguments 

In the next dialogue, the Sophist whom we attempt to define 
will be found taking refuge in this position , and he is not finally 
dislodged from it till near the end, where the introduction of the 
theory of Forms at last provides a satisfactory definition of false 
statement and judgment The Theaetetus is leaving the Forms out 
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of account so far as possible, and the long analysis here given of the 
problem of false judgment cannot, accordingly, yield a complete 
solution. Its object is to explore the ground within the field of the 
present discussion and to see how far we can get towards an explan¬ 
ation of false judgment without invokmg the Forms 

187c. Sock. Then, had we better go back to a point that came 
up about judgment ? 

Theaet. What point do you mean ? 

D SocE A question that worries me now, as often before, 
and has much perplexed me in my own mind and also in 
talkmg to others I cannot explam the nature of this 
expenence we have, or how it can arise in our rmnds 
Theaet. What expenence ? 

SocR. Making a false judgment. At this moment I am 
still m doubt and wondering whether to let that question 
alone or to follow it further, not as we did a while ago, but 
m a new way 

Theaet Why not, Socrates, if it seems to be m the least 
necessary ? Only just now, when you and Theodorus were 
speaking of leisure, you said very rightly that there is no 
pressing hurry in a discussion of this sort 
E. SocR. A good reminder, for this may be the nght moment 
to go back upon our track. It is better to carry through 
a small task well than make a bad job of a big one 
Theaet. Certainly it is 

187E-188C False Judgment as thinking that one thing [known or 
unknown) is another thing [known or unknown) 

Socrates opens up this new problem with two arguments showing 
that false judgment cannot be explamed if we limit the discussion 
to the terms m which it was commonly debated by contemporary 
Sophists Plato, as often, begms with a simple and naive view 
which ignores certain relevant factors, and gradually bnngs these 
factors in The whole discussion, however, as we shall see, is limited 
by certain fundamental premisses, which are not Plato’s own He 
IS cnticising other people’s attempts to account for the existence of 
false judgments, and the conclusion is negative • they have failed 
to explam it, and must fail so long as those premisses are assumed 
(i) If we accept the dilemma that anythmg must be either 
known to us or (totally) unknown, it is hard, Socrates argues, to 
see how we can ever tlunk that one thmg (whether known to us or 
not) can be another thing (whether known to us or not), 1 e mistake 
one thmg for another 
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187E SocR How shall we set about it, then ? What is it that 
we do mean ^ Do we assert that there is m every case a 
false judgment, and that one of us thinks what is false, 
another what is true, such being the nature of things ? 
Theaet Certainly we do 

188, SocR. And, in each and all cases, it is possible for us either 
to know a thing or not to know it ? I leave out of account 
for the moment becoming acquamted with thmgs and for¬ 
getting, considered as falhng between the two. Our argu¬ 
ment IS not concerned with them just now 
Theaet. Well then, Socrates, there is no third alternative 
left in any case, besides knowing and not knowing 
SocR. And it follows at once that when one is thinking 
he must be thinking either of somethmg he knows or of 
something he does not know? 

Theaet Necessarily. 

SocR And further, if you know a thing, you cannot also 
B. not know it, and if you do not know it, you cannot also 
know it 5 

Theaet Of course.^ 

SocR Then is the man who thinks what is false supposing 
that things he knows are not those things but other thmgs 
he knows, so that, while he knows both, he fails to recognise 
either ? * 

Theaet No, that is impossible, Socrates 
SocR Well then, is he supposing that things he does not 
know are other thmgs he does not know ? Is this possible— 
that a man who knows neither Theaetetus nor Socrates 
should take it into his head that Socrates is Theaetetus or 
Theaetetus Socrates ? 
c. Theaet No. How could he ^ 

SocR But surely a man does not imagme that thmgs he 
does know are things he does not know, or that things he 
does not know are things he knows ? 

Theaet No, that would be a miracle 
SocR What other way is there, then, of judging falsely ’ 
There is, presumably, no possibility of judging outside these 
alternatives, granted that everythmg is either known by us 

* This apparently obvious admission is retracted later (iqiaJ There is 
a sense in which you do not know (are not now conscious of) what you do 
know (have become acquamted with and possess stored somewhere m your 
memory) 

* ayvociv means both ' fail to recognise ' and ’ be ignorant of' No English 
expression covers both meanmgs 
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i88c. or not known , and inside them there seems to be no room 
for a false judgment. 

Theaet. Quite true. 

The limitations of this argument are obvious As the illustration 
shows, ' to know ’ is used in the sense in which I am said to know, 
not a truth, but a person or an object formerly seen and now remem¬ 
bered We can divide all things mto those we know in this sense 
and those we do not, and we can ignore any processes of becoming 
acquainted and forgettmg The argument is that I cannot think 
that a friend is a total stranger, or that one stranger is another 
stranger, or that one fnend is another fnend False judgments are 
never of that pattern Three pomts are to be noted 

(1) The field is hmited to judgments of the form assertmg that 
one thing is (identical with) another—that Theaetetus is Socrates 
Very few false judgments consist m mistaking one thmg for another ; 
but this limitation was characteristic of sophistic discussion of the 
question, partly because, as Apelt observes, the formula 'one thing 
IS another ' (to izEQov hegov elvai) was the Greek equivalent for 
our ' X IS A', where x is subject, A predicate This led to the 
confusion of commoner types of proposition with assertions of 
identity It is not to be supposed, however, that Plato was guilty 
of this confusion. 

(2) The discussion is psychological, rather than logical. It is 

argued that we never in fact think that Theaetetus whom we know 
is Socrates whom we also know. It is true that when two known 
objects are clearly before the mind we do not judge that one is the 
other Logicians, however, might mamtam that there is a false 
' proposition ' ' Theaetetus is identical with Socrates which 

has a meanmg, though I cannot beheve it With that we are not 
concerned, but only with judgments and statements that can be 
actually made and beheved by some rational being Plato never 
discusses ' propositions ' that no one propounds ‘ 

(3) When we come to objects that are unknown (things I have 
never been acquainted with), it may be urged that I can identify 
one unknown object with another I can judge (truly or falsely) 
that Sir Phihp Francis was the author of the Letters of Jumus 
Nearly all historical knowledge is about thmgs unknown to us m 
the present sense But the argument assumes that, unless I' know ’ 
an object, my mind must be a complete blank with respect to it, 
as it IS with respect to a person I have never seen or heard of 

* Hence m translating Plato the unhappy word ‘ proposition ' should be 
avoided where modem associations are likely to obtrude themselves See 
below, p 265 
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Plato was not blind to these considerations. The only conclusion, 
so far, is that so long as we confine the question to these very narrow 
limits, we cannot explam the occurrence of false judgment. 

188C-189B. False Judgment as thinking the thing that is not 
The second argument develops the current objection to the 
possibOity of ' thinking the thing that is not ’—a phrase which 
Protagoras used as equivalent to ' judging falsely ’ (167A). 

i88c. SocR Perhaps, then, we had better approach what we 
are looking for by way of another alternative. Instead of 

D. ‘ knowing or not knowmg let us take ‘ being or not 
bemg'. 

Theaet. How do you mean ? 

SocR May it not simply be that one who thinks what ts not 
about anythmg cannot but be thmkmg what is false, what¬ 
ever his state of mind may be in other respects ? 

Theaet There is some hkehhood in that, Socrates. 

SocR Then what shall we say, Theaetetus, if we are asked ■ 
‘ But is what you descnbe possible for anyone ? Can any 
man thmk what is not, either about somethmg that is or 
absolutely ? ’ I suppose we must answer to that. ‘Yes, 

E. when he beheves somethmg and what he beheves is not 
true.' Or what are we to say ? 

Theaet We must say that 

SocR Then is the same sort of thmg possible m any other 
case ^ 

Theaet. What sort of thing ? 

SocR That a man shoiild see something, and yet what he 
sees should be nothmg. 

Theaet No. How could that be ? 

SocR Yet surely if what he sees is something, it must be 
a thmg that is Or do you suppose that ‘ somethmg ’ ^ 
can be reckoned among things that have no bemg at all ? 
Theaet No, I don’t 

SocR Then, if he sees something, he sees a thmg that is. 
Theaet Evidently. 

189. SocR And if he hears a thing, he hears something and 
hears a thmg that is 
Theaet Yes 


1 The Greek ets yd ns, ' at least some oneis the contradictory of ovSds, 
‘ not even one ‘ no one ’ ev yd n means ' a (= one) thing ’ (nn J^tng, une 
chose), as the opposite of ' northing', and to ev here means ' what is one ’ 
(or ' a thing ' mthis sense), while toIs fii) offoiv means the opposite, ‘ nothings ' 

I14 



‘THINKING THE THING THAT IS NOT’ 


189 Sock And if he touches a thing, he touches something, 
and if something, then a thing that is 
Theaet That also is true. 

Sock And if he thinks,^ he thinks something, doesn’t he ? 
Theaet Necessarily. 

Sock And when he thinks somethmg, he thinks a thing 
that IS ? 

Theaet I agree. 

SocR So to think what is not is to thmk nothmg. 
Theaet. Clearly. 

SocE But surely to thmk nothing is the same as not to 
think at aU. 

Theaet That seems plam 

B. SocR If so, it is impossible to think what is not, either 
about anythmg that is, or absolutely. 

Theaet Evidently. 

SocR Then thmkmg falsely must be something different 
from thmkmg what is not. 

Theaet So it seems 

SocR False judgment, then, is no more possible for us on 
these Imes than on those we were followmg just now 
Theaet No, it certainly is not. 

The problem developed in this argument is not a mere sophistic 
paradox, but a very real problem that is still bemg discussed. 
It will recur m the Sophtst, where Plato, having brought the Forms 
upon the scene, will be able to offer a solution ® The statement of it 
IS attributed to Protagoras elsewhere ® ■ to think what is false is 
to thmk what is not; but that is to think nothmg ; and that, again, 
IS not to thmk at all ■ therefore we can only think the thing that is, 
and all judgments must be true Such was Protagoras’ conclusion. 
Plato’s IS different, namely that, since there is such a thmg as 
thmkmg falsely, it cannot be ' thmkmg what is not', if that means 
(as the argument imphes) havmg nothmg at all before the mind. 
But the real sigmficance of ‘ thmkmg what is not' cannot be fol¬ 
lowed up here. It would mvolve drawmg the necessary distmctions 
between various meanmgs of the terms ‘ is ’ and ‘ is not', and a 
discussion of the whole question of reahty and unreahty AU this 
IS reserved for the Sophist, where the inquiry wiU start agam from 
the problem as stated here, and foUow the only Ime that can lead 
to a satisfactory conclusion 

* Or ‘ makes a judgment ’. ' Thinks somethmg agam, is not distmguished 
from ‘ thinks of something ’ 

“ See pp 212 and 299 ff » Eulhydemus 286c and 283B. 
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Since the limits of the Theaeietus exclude a discussion of reahty, 
the present arguihent has to be left where it is, and the transition to 
Socrates’ next suggestion seems somewhat abrupt. We may, 
however, find a link, if we observe that the terms in which the debate 
had been carried on were too simple Protagoras has been repre¬ 
sented earlier (167A) as asserting that ‘ one cannot think anything 
but what one expenences, and all experiences are true He saw 
no important distmction between what appears real to me in direct 
perception and what appears true to me, what I believe or judge 
to be true ' Appears ’ covered both. So he assumed that behef 
was like direct acquaintance with a sense-object, and must be 
infalhble m the same way. What I beheve, what I have before 
my mind when I think, must be something , so there must be 
just that object or fact, and there are no false facts, any more than 
non-existent objects. 

To escape this conclusion, further analysis is needed to bring 
out the distmction between direct acquaintance with sense-objects 
(which Plato has admitted to be infalhble) and the process of making 
a judgment, which is not so simple and immediate as seemg a 
colour. It will be mdicated that judgments of the type so far con¬ 
sidered—thinkmg that one thmg is another thmg—mvolve two 
terms, not to mention the connectmg term' is' The act of makmg a 
judgment is not the same thmg as perceivmg this whole complex— 
perceivmg a fact as we perceive a colour—but mvolves an operation 
of the nund which puts the terms together m a certain way There 
may be room for mistakes to occur m this process, the nature of 
which Socrates will attempt to bnng out gradually and to illustrate 
by images. 

i8gB-igoE. The aj)parent impossibility of false judgment as mistak¬ 
ing one thmg for another 

Socrates now recurs to the conception of false judgment as mis- 
takmg one thmg for another, or thmkmg that one thmg is another. 
We are to examme what this can mean and m what circumstances 
it can occur. Our first conclusion (i88c) that it was impossible 
resulted from the assumption that we must either ‘ know ’ a thmg 
(be acquamted with it and have it clearly before our minds) or not 
know it (be totally unacquamted with it) This dilemma does not 
really exhaust the possibihties. By takmg memory mto account, 
we can find a sense m which an object can be both known and not 
known 

189B SoCR Well, does the thing we call false judgment arise 
m this way ? 

Theaet. How ? 
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189B SocR. We do recognise the existence of false judgment as 
a sort of misjudgment,^ that occurs when a person mter- 
c. changes m his mmd two things, both of which are, and 
asserts that the one is the other In this way he is always 
thmking of something which is, but of one thmg m place 
of another, and since he misses the mark he may fairly be 
said to be judgmg falsely 

Theaet I beheve you have got it quite right now When 
a person thinks ' ugly ’ m place of' beautiful ’ or ‘ beautiful ’ 
in place of ‘ ugly he is really and truly thinkmg what is 
false. 

SocR. I can see that you are no longer m awe of me, 
Theaetetus, but begmning to despise me. 

Theaet. Why, precisely ? 

SocR. I beheve you thmk I shall miss the opening you give 
me by speaking of ‘ iruly thmking what is false ', and not 
D. ask you whether a thing can be slowly quick or heavily light 
or whether any contrary can desert its own nature and 
behave hke its opposite However, I will justify your bold¬ 
ness by lettmg that pass So you hke this notion that false 
judgment is mistaking. 

Theaet. I do. 

Theaetetus’ phrase ' thinking (or judging) " ugly ” m place of 
“ beautiful ” ' is vague and ambiguous. We should expect it to 
mean . thinking that some object which is m fact beautiful is ugly, 
or (m the language of later logic) assigning a wrong predicate to a 
subject. But this is not the sense taken m the following context 
A iscussion of what we call ‘ predicates ’ would mevitably lead to 
the Forms Possibly Theaetetus’ remark is mtended to remind us 
of their existence ; but Socrates will not bring them in. The 
field IS still limited to judgments asserting that one (individual) 
thmg IS (identical with) another, as when I mistake Theaetetus 
for Socrates.® We are to consider how and when such a mistake 
can be made 

189D SocR. According to you, then, it is possible for the mind 
to take one thing for another, and not for itself. 

Theaet. Yes, it is. 

‘ Plato corns a word oAAoSofia, ' nusjudgment analogous to dAAoyvottv, 
meanmg to mistake one person for another. 

* Accordmgly this hypothesis that false judgment is ‘ mistaking' must 
not be confused with Plato's own analysis in the Sophist, which depends on 
the recogmtion of Forms. See p 317. 
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189E, SocR. And when the mmd does that, must it not be think¬ 
ing either of both things or of one of the two ? 

Theaet. Certainly it must, either at the same time or one 
after the other. 

SocR. Excellent And do you accept my description of the 
process of thinking ? 

Theaet How do you describe it ^ 

SocR As a discourse that the imnd carries on with itself 
about any subject it is considenng You must take this 
explanation as coming from an ignoramus; but I have a 
notion that, when the mmd is thinkmg, it is simply talkmg 
to itself, asking questions and answering them, and saymg 
190. Yes or No When it reaches a decision—^which may come 
slowly or m a sudden rush—^when doubt is over and the two 
voices affirm the same thing, then we call that its ‘ judg¬ 
ment So I should describe thinking as discourse, and 
judgment as a statement pronounced, not aloud to someone 
else, but silently to oneself^ 

Theaet I agree 

SocR. It seems, then, that when a person thinks of one 
thmg as another, he is affirmmg to himself that the one is 
the other 

B. Theaet Of course. 

The effect of this account of thinkmg and judgment is to equate 
the act of ' mistakmg ' one thing for another (' misjudgment', the 
suggested eqmvalent of false judgment) with making the sdent 
statement (Xoyog) that one thing is the other. So Theaetetus’ phrase 
‘ judging " ugly ” in place of " beautiful ” ’ is reduced to makmg 
the statement that the beautiful {or what is beautiful) is ugly, or 
is the same thing as the ugly.® We are still considenng only judg¬ 
ments of this tjqie, which assert that one thing is another thing 
We are supposed to have both thmgs clearly before our nunds 
(memory not havmg yet come into the discussion). Socrates pro¬ 
ceeds to point out that, within the hmits of these assumptions, 
we never do judge that one thmg is another. 

190B SocR Now search your memory and see if you have ever 
said to yourself ‘ Certainly, what is beautiful is ugly ’, or 

* This account of the process of thinking and judgment is repeated in the 
Sophist tfi&e p 318) 

• Since the Forms are excluded from discussion, this expression ‘ the 
beautiful' is left ambiguous It can mean (i) anything that is beautiful 
(and recogmsed as such at the moment), or (2) Beauty itself (the Form) 
The ambiguity does not matter, because we never judge either that'what we 
now see to be beautiful is ugly or that Beauty itself is Ugliness 

I18 



MAKING ONE THING FOR ANOTHER 

IS unjust IS ]ustTo put it generally, consider if you 
ver set about convincing yourself that any one thing 
imly another thing, or whether, on the contrary, you 
ever, even m a dream, gone so far as to say to yourself 
dd numbers must be even, or anything of that sort 
:t. That is true. 

Do you suppose anyone else, mad or sane, ever goes 
as to talk himself over, m his own mind, into stating 
,ly that an ox must be a horse or that two must be one ^ 
T Certainly not. 

So, if making a statement to oneself is the same as 

g, then, so long as a man is making a statement or 
ent about both things at once and his mind has hold 

h, he cannot say or judge that one of them is the 
You, in your turn, must not cavil at my language ^ , 

1 it in the sense that no one thinks ' the ugly is 
fill * or anjrthing of that kind. 

T, I will not cavil, Socrates. I agree with you 
So long, then, as a person is thinkmg of both, he 
thmk of the one as the other. 

T. So it appears 

On the other hand, if he is thinking of one only and 
the other at aU,® he will never think that the one is 
her. 

-T. True , for then he would have to have before his 
the thing he was not thinking of. 

It follows, then, that ‘ rmstaking ’ is impossible, 
2r he thmks of both thmgs or of one only So 
will be no sense in defining false judgment as ' mis- 

xt In Greek ‘ the one ’ and ' the other ' happen to be 
e same word, erepov Socrates means ' You must not cavil 
o one thmks one thmg (ri irtpov) is another (erepov), on the 
lat ertpov 13 the same word as iT€par> I mean all the particular 
' the ugly is beautiful ') covered by this general formula ’ 
IV ev p. 4 pei, ^TreiSi) to frfpov iripip Kara p^pta radrdv ianv 

OSS on T^Se, mserted m the wrong place , or, if retamed where 
y must mean ‘ You must let this phrase pass as applied to 
ise*! (covered by them) , for verbally the word irepov (one) is 
word erepov {other),’ Cf Madvig, Adv Cnt i (1871), 377 , 
iinisstheorie J^lato's €94 The koI aal (with iar^av) means . 
my expression as I passed your ‘ dXTjStHs pevhoCs ‘ (at 1890) 

:e shows clearly that So^ix(|eu> (with accus ) here, as m other 
ntext, means ' thinking o/' a thmg, not making a judgment 
gh So£direi m the next hne does mean making the judgment 
he other This is a good example of Plato's deliberate refusal 
fixed technicalities 
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190E judgment It does not appear that false judgment exists in 
us in this form any more than in those we dismissed earlier. 
Theaet. So it seems. 

The upshot, so far, is that the notion of mistaking or interchangmg 
one object for another will not explain how we can make a false 
judgment, so long as it is assumed that the objects must either be 
' known ’ (clearly present to the mmd) or else ' unknown ’ (com¬ 
pletely absent from the mind). 

190E-195B. Ont class of mistakes can he explained by taking into 
account memory The Wax Tablet 
The notion of ' nustaking ’, however, need not be abandoned, if 
the assumption can be evaded , and it can be evaded by introducmg 
what has hitherto been excluded—^the contents of the memory 
We shall find that there is one class of false judgments that can be 
described as ' mistakmg ’. These are judgments in which the two 
thmgs wrongly identified are objects of different sorts—one a present 
object of perception, the other a memory-image So the scope of 
the discussion is now enlarged to include memory. 

190E. SocR. And yet, Theaetetus, if we cannot show that false 
judgment does exist, we shall be driven into admitting all 
sorts of absurdities. 

Theaet. For mstance? 

Sock. I will not mention them imtil I have tried to look 
at the question from every quarter. So long as we cannot 
see our way, I should feel some shame at our being forced 
191, mto such admissions. But if we find the way out, then, 
as soon as we are clear, it will be time to speak of others as 
caught in the ludicrous position we shall have ourselves 
escaped, though, if we are completely baffled, then, I sup¬ 
pose, we must be humble and let the argument do with us 
what it will, like a sailor tramphng over sea-sick passengers. 
So let me tell you where 1 still see an avenue open for us to 
follow 

Theaet. Do tell me 

SocR I shall say we were wrong to agree that a man cannot 
thmk that things he knows are thmgs he does not know and 
B. so be deceived. In a way it is possible. 

Theaet. Do you mean somethmg that crossed my mind 
at the moment when we said that was impossible ? It 
occurred to me that sometimes I, who am acquamted with 
Socrates, imagine that a stranger whom I see at a distance is 
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igiB the Socrates whom I know In a case hke that a mistake of 
the kind you describe does occur. 

SocR. And we were shy of saying that, because it would 
have made us out as both knowmg and not knowmg what 
we know ^ 

Theaet. Exactly 

SocR We must, m fact, put the case in a different way. 
Perhaps the barrier will yield somewhere, though it may 
c defy our efforts Anyhow, we are in such straits that we 
must turn every argument over and put it to the test 
Now, is there anything in this ^ Is it possible to become 
acquamted with somethmg one did not know before ? 
Theaet Surely 

SocR And the process can be repeated with one thing 
after another ? 

Theaet Of course. 

SocR. Imagme, then, for the sake of argument, that our 
imnds contam a block of wax, which in this or that individual 
may be larger or smaller, and composed of wax that is com- 
D. paratively pure or muddy, and harder in some, softer in 
others, and sometimes of just the nght consistency. 
Theaet Very well 

SocR Let us caU it the gift of the Muses’ mother. Memory, 
and say that whenever we wish to remember somethmg we 
see or hear or conceive in our own imnds, we hold this wax 
under the perceptions or ideas and imprmt them on it as we 
might stamp the impression of a seal-nng Whatever is 
so imprmted we remember and know so long as the image 
remains , whatever is rubbed out or has not succeeded in 
e. leavmg an impression we have forgotten and do not know 
Theaet. So be it. 

The word ‘ know ’ has now received a new meaning ' I know 
a thing when I have had direct acquamtance with it and an image 
of it remams stored in my memory This gives a fuller range of 
possibilities than we have so far had. I may know Socrates in this 
sense and yet fail to recognise or identify him when I see him , and 
I may mistake a stranger whom I see at a distance for the Socrates 
whom I know This possibihty of ‘ mistakmg ’ was excluded in the 
earher argument by the false assumption that I must either know 
Socrates, m the sense of clearly perceiving him or having the 
thought of him clearly before my mind, or else my mind must be 
a complete blank concermng him 
It may be noted that ideas or notions {Swoiai) are spoken of as 
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stamped on the memory, as well as perceptions An idea is some¬ 
thing we ‘ conceive in our own minds ’ (avrol ivvojjaco/usv), but do 
not perceive. Its nature and ongin are left obscure, but the 
mention of such objects prepares the way for our knowledge of 
numbers, which are not perceived but are treated as images stamped 
in the memory (195E). 

191E SocR Now take a man who knows things in this way, and 
IS attendmg to something that he sees or hears. Is there 
not here a possibihty of his making a false judgment ? 
Theaet. How ? 

SocR By thinkmg that things he knows are other thmgs 
he knows, or sometimes things he does not know We 
were wrong when we agreed earher that this was impossible 
Theaet, What do you think about it now ^ 

Socrates’ next speech (igaA, i-c, 5) contains a list of all the cases 
in which it is impossible to mistake one thmg for another. He 
takes all the possible combinations of two objects which are {a) 
known (and now remembered) or (J) unknown (completely), (c) now 
perceived or (d) not now perceived The conclusion is that there 
are only three combinations in which mistakmg is possible The 
reader would find the same difficulty as Theaetetus in following 
the statement and may prefer a summary to a translation It 
will be simplest to use ‘ an acquaintance ’ to mean a person (or 
thmg) whom I know and of whom I have a memory image now before 
my mind , and ' a stranger ’ to mean a person (or thmg) with which 
I have never been acquainted at all, a total stranger 

Mistake, then, is impossible m the followmg cases 

(1) If neither object is now perceived, I cannot mistake an 
acquaintance for another acquaintance, or confuse him with a 
stranger, or confuse two strangers (These cases will be illustrated 
by examples at 193A-B ) 

(2) If peiception only is mvolved, I cannot confuse two thmgs 
which I see, or an object seen with an object not seen, or two objects 
neither of which is seen 

(3) Where both knowledge and perception are involved, I cannot 
confuse two acquamtances both now seen and recogmsed ^ , or 
confuse an acquaintance now seen and recogmsed with an absent 
acquaintance or with a stranger who is present And there can be 
no confusion of two total strangers, whether I now see one of them 
or not 

' To recognise is to fit the new perception to the right memory-image, left 
by a former perception of the same object 
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Socrates now gives a summary statement of the three cases where 
mistake is possible, and these are illustrated m detail 

igac, 5 SocR {continues) There remam, then, the following cases 
m which, if anywhere, false judgment can occur 
Theaet What are they ? Perhaps they may help me to 
understand better. At present I cannot follow 
SocR. Take things you know you can suppose them to be 
other things which you both know and perceive , or to be 
things you do not know, but do perceive ; or you can confuse 
D two things which you both know and perceive. 

Theaet. Now I am more m the dark than ever 
SocR. Let me start agam, then, and put it in this way I 
know Theodorus and have a memory m my mind of what he 
IS Uke, and the same with Theaetetus. At certain moments 
I see or touch or hear or otherwise perceive them , at other 
times, though I have no perception of you and Theodorus, 
I nevertheless remember you both and have you before my 
mind Isn’t that so ? 

E. Theaet. Certainly 

SocR That, then, is the first point I want to make clear— 
that it IS possible either to perceive or not to perceive 
something one is acquamted with 
Theaet True. 

SocR And it IS also possible, when one is not acquainted 
with a thing, sometimes not to perceive it either, sometimes 
merely to perceive it and nothing more. 

Theaet That is possible too. 

Socrates now takes, for illustration, three cases from his list, 
where mistake is impossible. They are cases m which no present 
perception is mvolved. (i) Wlien nothing is before my mmd except 
images of thmgs I have formerly become acquamted with, I cannot 
judge that one of these remembered thmgs is the other (2) If I 
have an image of one only, I cannot judge that the thmg is something 
I have never known (3) Still less can I identify or confuse two 
thmgs, neither of which I have ever known 

192E SocR. Then see if you can follow me better now. If 
193. Socrates knows Theodorus and Theaetetus, but sees neither 
and has no sort of present perception of them, he can never 
think m his own mmd that Theaetetus is Theodorus Is 
that good sense ? 

Theaet Yes, that is true 

SocR. Well, that was the first of the cases I mentioned 
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193 Theaet, Yes 

SocR And the second was this if I know one of you but 
not the other and perceive neither, once more I could never 
think that the one I know is the other whom I do not know. 
Theaet True. 

B SocR. And thirdly, if I neither know nor perceive either 
of you, I cannot think that one unknown person is another 
unknown person And now take it as if I had gone over 
the whole list of cases again, in which I shall never judge 
falsely about you and Theodorus, whether I know both or 
neither or only one of you. And the same apphes to perceiv¬ 
ing, if you follow me 
Theaet. I follow now. 

' The same applies to perceiving ’ refers to the second class of 
cases, where perception only is involved If there is nothing but 
two objects of perception, you cannot mistake the one for the 
other, whether you perceive both or neither or one only. There 
remams the third class of cases, where both previous acquaintance 
and present perception are concerned Among these Socrates now 
illustrates the three cases in which mistake is possible. 

193B SocR It remains, then, that false judgment should occur 
m a case hke this when I, who know you and Theodorus 
c. and possess unprmts of you both hke seal-impressions in 
the waxen block, see you both at a distance mdistmctly 
and am in a hurry to assign the proper imprmt of each 
to the proper visual perception, like fitting a foot into its 
own footmark to effect a recogmtion ^, and then make 
the mistake of interchangmg them, hke a man who thrusts 
his feet into the wrong shoes, and apply the perception of 
each to the impnnt of the other Or my mistake might 
be illustrated by the sort of thmg that happens m a mirror 
D when the visual current transposes right to left * In that 
case mistakmg or false judgment does result. 

Theaet I thmk it does, Socrates. That is an admirable 
description of what happens to judgment. 

SocR Then there is also the case where I know both 
and perceive only one, and do not get the knowledge I 

1 An allusion to the recognition of Orestes by his footmark tallying with 
his sister Electra's, Aeschylus. Choephon, 205 ff 

• Plato explains reflection by supposing that a stream of light (the visual 
current) from the eye coalesces at the surface of the mirror with a stream of 
light (colour) from the object How the transposition occurs will be explained 
below, p 327 
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193D. have of that one to correspond with my perception. That 
IS the expression I used before, which you did not under¬ 
stand. 

Theaet No. I did not. 

The first of these two cases might be called the mistake of double 
transposition. The second is really similar, but sunpler, mvolvmg 
only a smgle transposition of the same type. Instead of two false 
3udgments ‘ Yonder man (Theodoras) is Theaetetus, and that 
other man (Theaetetus) is Theodoraswe now have only one 
There is also the third case (192c) where I mistake a stranger 
whom I see for someone I remember This is of the same pattern • 
I wrongly identify something now perceived (whether formerly 
known or not known, does not matter) with something I know. 
Socrates does not illustrate this, but now repeats his explanation 
of the two cases he has illustrated 

193D SocR Well, that is what I was sa3Hng if you know 
E. one of two people and also perceive him and if you get the 
knowledge you have to correspond with the perception of 
him, you will never think he is another person whom you 
both know and perceive, if your knowledge of him hkewise 
is got to correspond with the perception. That was so, 
wasn’t it ? 

Theaet Yes. 

SocR. But there was left over the case I have been describ- 
mg now, in which we say false judgment does occur the 
possibility that you may know both and see or otherwise 
194. perceive both, but not get the two impnnts to correspond 
each with its proper perception. Like a bad archer, you 
may shoot to one side and miss the mark—^which is mdeed 
another phrase we use for error. 

Theaet. With good reason 

SocR. Also, when a perception is present which belongs 
to one of the impnnts, but none which belongs to the 
other, and the nund fits to the present perception the im- 
prmt belongmg to the absent one, m all such cases it is 
in error To sum up m the case of objects one does not 
B, know and has never perceived, there is, it seems, no possi¬ 
bility of error or false judgment, if our present account 
IS sound, but it is precisely in the field of objects both 
known and perceived that judgment turns and twists about 
and proves false or true—^trae when it brings impressions 
straight to their proper imprmts, false when it misdirects 
them crosswise to the wrong imprint 
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194B, Theaet Surely that is a satisfactory account, isn’t it, 
Socrates ? 

c SocR. You will think still better of it when you hear the 
rest To judge truly is a fine thing and there is something 
discreditable in error. 

Theaet Of course. 

SocE. Well, they say the differences arise in this way 
When a man has in his mind a good thick slab of wax, 
smooth and kneaded to the right consistency, and the 
impressions that come through the senses are stamped on 
these tables of the ‘ heart ’—Homer’s word hints at the 

D mmd’s likeness to wax ^ —^then the impnnts are clear and 
deep enough to last a long tune. Such people are quick 
to learn and also have good memories, and besides they 
do not mterchange the imprints of their perceptions but 
think truly. These imprmts being distinct and well¬ 
spaced are quickly assigned to their several stamps—the 
' real things ’ as they are called—and such men are said 
to be clever. Do you agree ? 

Theaet Most emphatically. 

e Socr. When a person has what the poet’s wisdom com¬ 
mends as a ‘ shaggy heart or when the block is muddy 
or made of impure wax, or over soft or hard, the people 
with soft wax are quick to learn, but forgetful, those with 
hard wax the reverse. Where it is shaggy or rough, a 
gntty kmd of stuff contammg a lot of earth or dirt, the 
impressions obtamed are mdistmct; so are they too when 
the stuff IS hard, for they have no depth Impressions in 
195 soft wax also are indistinct, because they melt together 
and soon become blurred And if, besides this, they 
overlap through being crowded together into some wretched 
httle narrow mind, they are still more indistinct. All 
these types, then, are likely to judge falsely. When they 
see or hear or think of something, they cannot qmckly assign 
things to their several impnnts Because they are so slow 
and sort thmgs mto the wrong places, they constantly see 
and hear and think amiss, and we say they are mistaken 
about thmgs and stupid, 

' The Homenc word for heart (xcap) resembles Krip 6 s (wax) Beare (Gft. 
Theories of Elem Cognition 267) remarks that, had Plato chosen any physical 
organ to correspond to the wax as the seat of memory, it would probably 
have been the heart, the bram bemg the mstrument of reason There is 
no satisfactory evidence that the comparison of memory to a waxen block 
had ever heen used before, except as a poet's metaphor (Aesch P V 815 
pvijfiooLv SeAxois jtpevSiv, Eum 275, etc ) 
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195 B Theaet Your descnption could not be better, Socrates 
SocR. We are to conclude, then, that false judgments do 
exist m us ? 

Theaet. Most certainly. 

SocE. And true ones also, I suppose ^ 

Theaet. True ones also 

SocR. At last, then, we believe we have reached a satis¬ 
factory agreement that both these kmds of judgments 
certainly exist ? 

Theaet Most emphatically 

It does not appear that Plato offers his waxen block as anything 
more than an illustration, a mechanical model which helps us to 
distmguish a memory-image from a fresh unpression of sense, and 
to imagme the process of fitting the one to the other correctly 
or mcorrectly The conclusion, that true and false judgments of 
this type do exist, rests simply on famihar experience The illus¬ 
tration serves to brmg out the pomt that error comes m, not in 
the act of direct perception, but m judgments we make about 
what we perceive This is an advance on Protagoras, who drew 
no distmction between what ‘ appears ’ to me to be true (what 
I beheve or thmk) and what ‘ appears ’ to me as real in perception 
But his account of false judgment as ‘ thinking the thing that is 
not ’ and his demal that such a thing is possible have been shelved 
This thesis is reserved for the Sophtst. 

195B-196C. False judgment tn general cannot, however, be defined 
as the misfitting of perception to thought 
The weak point, however, is this Only a small class of false 
judgments, even about things we now perceive, consist m identify- 
mg them with things we formerly perceived and now remember 
This IS the only type of judgment so far considered and descnbed 
It has been agreed, as a matter of common expenence, that such 
judgments do exist But there is an immense class of judgments, 
true and false, about thmgs I do not now perceive and never have 
perceived AH histoncal judgments about events outside my own 
experience belong to this class. There are also, as Socrates now 
observes, true and false judgments about things that never can 
be perceived Hence all that has been estabhshed is that false 
judgment does exist in a very small class of cases where we wrongly 
identify somethmg we perceive. This is important, as contradictmg 
Protagoras’ doctrme that false judgment is impossible. But it 
has now to be pointed out that this ‘ mistaking ’ or wrong ‘ fitting 
together of thought and perception ’ is not a definition of false 
judgment m general It will not cover cases where no perception 
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IS involved We can make mistakes about numbers, which are 
not objects of perception but are said to be ‘ knovra ’ in the sense 
we have just given to that term, t.e registered as imprmts in the 
memory. We must accordingly retract the earlier statement that 
mistakes cannot occur between two objects both known but not 
perceived. 

195B SocR It reaUy does seem to be true, Theaetetus, that a 
garrulous person is a strange and disagreeable creature.^ 
Theaet Why, what makes you say that ? 
c. SocR Disgust at my own stupidity I am mdeed garru¬ 
lous what else can you call a man who goes on bandying 
arguments to and fro because he is such a dolt that he 
cannot make up his mind and is loath to surrender any one 
of them ? 

Theaet. But why are you disgusted with yourself ? 

SocR I am not merely disgusted but anxious about the 
answer I shall make if someone asks • ' So, Socrates, you 
have made a discovery: that false judgment resides, not 
in our perceptions among themselves nor yet m our thoughts, 
D. but in the fittmg together of perception and thought ? ’ 
I suppose I shall say, Yes, and plume myself on this briUiant 
discovery of ours. 

I Theaet I don’t see anything to be ashamed of m what 
you have just pomted out, Socrates 
SocR. ‘ On the other hand,’ he will continue, ' you also 
say that we can never imagine that a man whom we merely 
thmk of and do not see is a horse which agam we do not 
see or touch but merely think of without perceiving it 
in any way ? ’ I suppose I shall say, Yes, to that. 
Theaet And nghtly 

E SocR ‘ On that showmg,’ he will say, ‘ a man could never 
imagine that ii, which he merely ^nks of, is la, which 
agam he merely thinks of ’ Come, you must find the answer 
now 

Theaet Well, I shall answer that, if he saw or handled 
eleven things, he might suppose they were twelve; but 
he wdl never make that judgment about the ii and the 
12 he has m his thoughts 

SocR. Well now, does a man ever consider m his own 
196. mmd 5 and 7—I don’t mean five men and seven men or 
anything of that sort, but just 5 and 7 themselves, which 

*■ ‘ Garrulity' or ‘ babbling ' Tvas an abusive term applied to the conversa¬ 
tions of Socrates and his associates See below, p 176, on Soph 225D 
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196. we descnbe as records m that waxen block of ours, among 
which there can be no false judgment—does anyone ever 
fgifp these into consideration and ask himself m his inward 
conversation how much they amount to, and does one 
man beheve and state that they make ii, another that 
they make 12, or does everybody agree they make 12 ? 

B. Theaet Far from it, many people say ii ; and if larger 
numbers are involved, the more room there is for rmstakes ; 
for you are speakmg generally of any numbers, I suppose. 
SoCR. Yes, that is right Now consider what happens 
in this case. Is it not thmking that the 12 itself that is 
stamped on the waxen block is ii ? 

Theaet. It seems so. 

SocR Then haven't we come round agam to our first 
argument ? For when this happens to someone, he is 
thmkmg that one thing he knows is another thing he 
knows ; and that, we said, was impossible. That was the 
very ground on which we were led to make out that there 
could be no such thing as false judgment: it was in order 
c. to avoid the conclusion that the same man must at the 
same time know and not know the same thmg. 

Theaet Quite true 

SocR If so, we must account for false judgment m some 
other way than as the misfittmg of thought to perception. 
If it were that, we should never make mistakes among 
our thoughts themselves As the case stands now, either 
there is no such thmg as false judgment, or it is possible 
not to know what one does know Which alternative do 
you choose ? 

Theaet. I see no possible choice, Socrates 

The Platomst may here be surprised to find our knowledge of 
a number regarded as the record in the memory-tablet of an im¬ 
pression, as if we became acquamted with the number 12 m the 
same way as with a colour or a sound or a person. Has Plato 
abandoned his doctnne of Recollection, accordmg to which our 
knowledge of Forms, includmg numbers and their relations, is 
always latent m the soul, not acquired through the senses dunng 
this life, but only revived on the occasion of sense-experience ? 
There is no ground for such a conclusion. The whole dialogue 
examines the claim of the world of external sensible objects to 
be the sole source of knowledge This claim is taken as implying 
that outside us there are physical objects which can yield us sense- 
data through the several organs, and inside us a tabula rasa on 

129 



THEAETETUS 


196d-199c 


which impressions so received can be stamped and recorded This 
mechanism is based on the empiricist assumption that all our know¬ 
ledge must be derived somehow from the external objects of per¬ 
ception On this assumption (which Plato himself does not accept) 
our idea of the number 12 must be supposed to be extracted from 
a senes ot sense-impressions and added to our memory records 
As Campbell remarks, ' memory is made to do the work of abstrac¬ 
tion This IS aU the apparatus that has so far come mto view. 
It has sufficed to illustrate one class of mistakes—^the wrong fittmg- 
together of old records and new impressions. But we have now 
seen that this formula wiU not cover the mistaking of one memory 
record for another, and so it wiU not do as a general account of 
false judgment. We cannot admit mistakes about numbers, unless 
we can find a sense m which we can not know somethmg we do 
know. The empincist’s apparatus will have to be enlarged. 

196D-199C. Memory compared io an aviary, to provide for mistaken 
judgments not involving perception 

Objection might be taken to the statement (196B) that, when 
we make the mistake, we ' thmk that the 12 on our wax-tablet is 
II ’, or that ‘ one thmg we know (12) is another thmg we know 
(ii)' It IS still presumed that a false judgment must consist m 
wrongly identifying one thmg with another Even if that were 
so, what we identify with ii is, not 12, but ‘ the sum of 5 and 7 ’ 
—a number which at the moment we do not know (m a sense) 
We are wondenng what number it is, and wrongly conclude that 
it is II. The number 12, although we are famihar with it, is not 
present to our mmd We do not judge that 12 is ii. 

This objection, it is true, does not mvalidate the only conclusion 
stated • that the misfitting of thought and perception cannot be 
a definition of false judgment in general But it serves to brmg 
out the need for some enlargement of the empincist apparatus— 
some further distmction between the meanmgs of the word ' know ’. 
The misleading statement that ‘ we judge the 12 m our waxen 
block to be 11 ’ is a consequence of the too narrow use of ' know ’ 
m terms of that image To ‘ know ’ meant to have become ac- 
quamted with a thmg and to ‘ remember ’ it in the sense of havmg 
the memory of it now before the mmd If I remember both ii 
and 12 m that way, to confuse them is as impossible as we said 
it was to confuse two absent fnends when I now remember them 
both. Socrates, accordmgly, goes on to distinguish yet another 
sense of ‘ know ’ The image of an object may be registered in 
the memory without bemg present to our consciousness. It is 
possible not to know (have before our minds) what we do know 
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(possess somewhere registered in memory). A new simile, the 
aviary, is now substituted for the waxen block to provide for this 
latent knowledge. We shall no longer need to speak as if the 
number 12 were present to our mmds and confused with ii 

196D. SocR. But the argument is not gomg to allow both alterna¬ 
tives. However, we must stick at nothing: suppose we 
try being quite shameless. 

Theaet In what way ? 

SocR By makmg up our minds to describe what knowmg 
is hke. 

Theaet. How is that shameless ? 

SocR You seem to be imaware that our whole conversation 
from the outset has been an mqmry after the nature of know¬ 
ledge on the supposition that we did not know what it was 
Theaet No, I am qmte aware of that. 

SocR Then, doesn’t it strike you as shameless to explain 
what knowmg is like, when we don’t know what knowledge 
e. is ? The truth is, Theaetetus, that for some time past 
there has been a vicious tamt m our discussion. Times 
out of number we have said ' we know ’, ‘ we do not 
know ’, ‘ we have knowledge ’, ' we have no knowledge ', 
as if we could understand each other while we still know 
nothmg about knowledge. At this very moment, if you 
please, we have once more used the words ‘ know nothmg ’ 
and ‘ understand ', as if we had a nght to use them while 
we are stiU destitute of knowledge 
Theaet. Well, but how are you gomg to carry on a dis¬ 
cussion, Socrates, if you keep clear of those words ? 

197. SocR I caimot, bemg the man I am, though I might if 
I were an expert m debate If such a person were here 
now, he would profess to keep clear of them and rebuke us 
severely for my use of language. As we are such bunglers, 
then, shall I be so bold as to descnbe what knowmg is hke ? 
I think It might help us. 

Theaet Do so, then, by all means. And if you cannot 
avoid those words, you shall not be blamed. 

SocR. Well, you have heard what ‘ knowmg ’ is commonly 
said to be ? 

Theaet Possibly , but I don’t remember at the moment. 
B. SocR. They say it is ‘ havmg knowledge ’.^ 

^ This IS of course not a ‘ definition ' of knowmg, but a verbal paraphrase, 
which occurs at Euthyd 777B It may be due to Prodicus or some other 
writer on the correct use of language (iicpl SvofjLdrwv opOonjros) Prodicus is 
cited m the context at Euthyd 2 jj'b. 
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197B. Theaet. True. 

SocE. Let us make a slight amendment and say ' possess¬ 
ing knowledge 

Theaet. What difference would you say that makes ? 
Sock. None, perhaps; but let me tell you my idea and 
you shall help me test it. 

Theaet. I will if I can. 

SocR. ' Having' seems to me different from ‘ possessing 
If a man has bought a coat and owns it, but is not weanng 
it, we should say he possesses it without havmg it about 
hin.^ 

Theaet. True. 

c. SocR Now consider whether knowledge is a thing you 
can possess in that way without having it about you, like 
a man who has caught some wild birds—pigeons or what 
not—and keeps them in an aviary he has made for them 
at home In a sense, of course, we might say he ‘ has ’ 
them all the time masmuch as he possesses them, mightn’t 
we ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

SocR. But in another sense he ' has ’ none of them, though 
he has got control of them, now that he has made them 
captive m an enclosure of his own , he can take and have 
hold of them whenever he likes by catchmg any bird he 

D. chooses, and let them go agam, and it is open to him to 
do that as often as he pleases. 

Theaet. That is so 

SocR. Once more then, just as a while ago we imagined 
a sort of waxen block m our minds, so now let us suppose 
that every mind contams a kind of aviary stocked with 
birds of every sort, some m flocks apart from the rest, some 
m small groups, and some solitary, flymg in any direction 
among them aU * 

E. Theaet. Be it so. What follows ? 

SocR. When we are babies we must suppose this recep¬ 
tacle empty, and take the birds to stand for pieces of 
knowledge. Whenever a person acquires any piece of 

1 is commonly used of ‘ weanng * a garment It also means ‘ to have 
hold of ’—the phrase used below for holding the bird that has been caught 
inside the aviary 

* Some classification of the objects of knowledge seems to be hinted at 
CompansoE with the Sophist [252s B ) may suggest that the large and small 
groups of birds are generic and specific Forms, the solitary birds which fly 
among all the rest, Forms of universal application like Existence, Sameness, 
Difference But nothmg turns on such conjectures 

132 



MEMORY AS AN AVIARY 

197E. knowledge and shuts it up in his enclosure, we must say 
he has learnt or discovered the thmg of which this is the 
knowledge, and that is what ‘ knowmg ’ means. 

Theaet. Be it so. 

198. SocR. Now think of him hunting once more for any piece 
of knowledge that he wants, catching and holdmg it, and 
letting it go again. In what terms are we to describe that 
—^the same that we used of the origmal process of acquisi¬ 
tion, or different ones ? An illustration may help you to 
see what I mean. There is a science you call ‘ arithmetic ’. 
Theaet Yes. 

SocR. Conceive that, then, as a chase after pieces of know¬ 
ledge about all the numbers, odd or even. 

Theaet. I will 

SocR That, I take it, is the science in vurtue of which 
B. a man has in his control pieces of knowledge about numbers 
and can hand them over to someone else. 

Theaet Yes. 

SocR. And when he hands them over, we call it ‘ teaching ’, 
and when the other takes them from him, that is ‘ learning ’, 
and when he has them m the sense of possessmg them m 
that aviary of his, that is ‘ knowing ’. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

SocR. Now observe what follows. The finished arith¬ 
metician knows all numbers, doesn’t he ? There is no 
number the knowledge of which is not in his mind 
Theaet. Naturally. 

c. SocR And such a person may sometimes count either 
the numbers themselves m his own head or some set of 
external things that have a number 
Theaet. Of course 

SocR And by countmg we shall mean simply trying to 
find out what some particular number amounts to ? 
Theaet. Yes. 

SocR. It appears, then, that the man who, as we admitted, 
knows every number, is trying to find out what he knows 
as if he had no knowledge of it. No doubt you sometimes 
hear puzzles of that sort debated. 

Theaet. Indeed I do. 

D. SocR. Well, our illustration from huntmg pigeons and 
gettmg possession of them will enable us to explam that 
the hunting occurs m two ways. first, before you possess 
your pigeon m order to have possession of it, secondly, 
after gettmg possession of it, in order to catch and hold 
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1980. in your hand what you have already possessed for some 
time In the same way, if you have long possessed pieces 
of knowledge about things you have learnt and know, it 
is still possible to get to know the same things agam, by 
the process of recovering the knowledge of some particular 
thing and gettmg hold of it It is knowledge you have 
possessed for some time, but you had not got it handy in 
your mmd. 

Theaet True 

E. SocR. That, then, was the drift of my question, what 
terms should be used to descnbe the arithmetician who 
sets about counting or the hterate person who sets about 
reading, because it seemed as if, in such a case, the man 
was settmg about leammg agam from himself what he 
already knew. 

Theaet. That sounds odd, Socrates 
SocR Well, but can we say he is going to read or count 
199. something he does nol know, when we have already granted 
that he knows all the letters or all the numbers ^ 

Theaet. No, that is absurd too 

SocR. Shall we say, then, that we care nothmg about 
words, if it amuses anyone to turn and twist the expressions 
‘ knowmg ’ and ‘ learning ’ ? Having drawn a distinction 
between possessing knowledge and having it about one, 
we agree that it is impossible not to possess what one does 
possess, and so we avoid the result that a man should not 
know what he does know, but we say that it is possible 
for him to get hold of a false judgment about it For 
B. he may not have about him the knowledge of that thmg, 
but a different piece of knowledge instead, if it so happens 
that, m huntmg for some particular piece of knowledge, 
among those that are fluttenng about, he masses it and 
catches hold of a different one. In that case, you see, he 
mistakes ii for 12,^ because he has caught hold of the 
knowledge of ii that is inside him, mstead of his knowledge 
of 12, as he might catch a dove m place of a pigeon. 
Theaet, That seems reasonable. 

SocR Whereas, when he catches the piece of knowledge 
he IS trying to catch, he is not mistaken but thinks what 

* Literally ‘ thinks ii is la ' This cannot now mean that he has both 
numbers before his mmd and judges one of them to be the other This was 
agreed to be impossible (195E) it means that he mistakes the number ii, 
which he lays hold of for the number 12 which he was really looking for, 
when he is asked What is the sum of 7 and 5 
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1993 IS true. In this way both true and false judgments can 
c exist, and the obstacles that were troubling us are removed. 
You will agree to this, perhaps ? Or will you not ? 
Theaet I wiU 

SocR Yes , for now we are rid of the contradiction about 
people not knowing what they do know That no longer 
implies our not possessing what we do possess, whether 
we are mistaken about something or not 

The aviary has enlarged the machmery of the waxen block by 
providing for the process of hunting out latent pieces of knowledge 
and bringmg them before the mmd So it has led to the suggestion 
that false judgment occurs when we get hold of the wrong piece 
of knowledge and ' interchange ’ it for the right one. An important 
difference between the two images is that the process of originally 
acquinng knowledge is differently conceived The waxen b'ock 
was thought of as a receptacle for sense-impressions which left 
their imprint as memory-images It seemed hard to imagme how 
one such imprmt should ever be mistaken for another, and no 
provision was made for historical knowledge or any knowledge 
not immediately denved from the senses The aviary, on the other 
hand, represents knowledge as acquired from a teacher who ' hands 
over ’ pieces of information to the learner Such information would 
not consist in a senes of separate impnnts, but rather of statements 
offered for our belief It would cover histoncal and abstract 
knowledge, as well as our notions of such things as numbers 
Now, from the Meno onwards, Plato has repeatedly declared 
that what he calls ‘ knowledge ’ is not a thing that can be ‘ handed 
over' by one person to another The true objects of knowledge 
must be directly seen by the eye of the soul, the professors of 
education who claim to put into the mmd knowledge that is not 
there are like one who should claim to put sight into blmd eyes ^ 
The sophists are condemned for offermg to ‘ hand over' ’ excellence ’ 
[arete] of various sorts to their hearers “ In Plato’s view all 
mathematical knowledge and knowledge of the Forms cannot, m 
the ordinary sense, be ' taught ’ It is always in the soul and 
needs to be ‘ recollected The intervention of a teacher is not 
necessary, though the process may be directed and assisted by 
conversation (‘ dialectic ’) with a wiser person who will act as 
midwife The Platonist will see at once that what is here called 
a ‘ piece of knowledge ’ can be nothing more than a behef (ddfa), 
conveyed from one mmd to another All this cannot be openly 
said here, because the Forms are excluded from the discussion, 

^ Rep 518c ^ Mena , Euthyd 273D, 287A 

135 



THEAETETUS 


199C-200D 

which IS confined to the empiricist claim that all knowledge comes 
from the external world of sense, either directly or by teaching 
as commonly conceived But Plato is careful to note that we are 
still working on the empiricist assumption that the aviary is empty 
at birth—a tabtda rasa —and gradually filled with contents denved 
from sensible expenence and learning The reader, guided by the 
long description of Socratic midwifery, is left to infer that these 
so-called ‘ pieces of knowledge ’ are not knowledge at all It is 
perhaps with intention that Plato, while describing the recovery 
of latent ' knowledgenever uses his own word for recollection 
(anamnesis), 

199C-200D. Rejection of ' interchange of pieces of knowledge ’ as 
an account of False Judgment 

The aviary has enabled us to imagme how a man who has learnt 
that the sum of 7 and 5 is 12, may sometimes ask himself what 
the sum of 7 and 5 is, and get hold of a wrong ' piece of knowledge ’, 
viz the number ii, which he is also acquainted with He mistakes 
this for the ‘ piece of knowledge ’ he wants, namely 12 This 
' interchange ’ may seem to be an unobjectionable description of 
such a mistake. Socrates, however, at once raises an objection, 
which turns upon the unexplained term ' piece of knowledge 

199c. SocR, (continues). But it strikes me that a still stranger 
consequence is coming m sight. 

Theaet What is that ? 

SocR That the interchange of pieces of knowledge should 
ever result in a judgment that is false. 

Theaet How do you mean ? 

D. SocR In the first place, that a man should have knowledge 
of somethmg and at the same time fail to recognise ^ that 
very thing, not for want of knowing it but by reason of 
his own knowledge, and next that he should judge that 
thing to be somethmg else and vice versa —^isn’t that very 
unreasonable that when a piece of knowledge presents 
itself, the mind should fail to recogmse anything and know 
nothing ? On this showmg, the presence of ignorance might 
]ust as well make us know something, or the presence of 
blindness make us see—^if knowledge can ever make us fail 
to know 

This objection is obscure, and the language ambiguous . dyvoelv 
can mean either ‘ to be ignorant of' or ' to fail to recognise ’ (the 


> For iyvoflv, meaning ‘ fail to recognise cf, i88b 
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opposite of yvwvai, 'to recognise'). The 'piece of knowledge 
that presents itself' must mean the number ii, which I have 
laid hold of instead of the number 12 which I was looking for 
and have not found. In what sense does the mterchange mvolve 
that I should ‘ fail to recognise (dyvoelv) that veiy thing, not for 
want of knowing it (dyvco/Moiuvjj) but by reason of my own know¬ 
ledge ' ? ' Fail to recognise that very thing' (the number ii) 
can only mean that I fail to recognise the fact that it is not the 
number I want ; hence Socrates says I judge it to be 12, i.e. mistake 
it- for 12. But ‘ not for want of knowing it ’ (dyvcofMO^vji) means 
■ not for want of being acquainted with it’. The situation is analogous 
to what was described earlier I see an acquamtance and, faihng 
to recognise him, mistake him for another acquaintance. But 
there perception was involved, and the mistake was explamed as 
the fitting-together of the fresh impression and the wrong memory- 
image. Here no perception is mvolved. Socrates’ point seems 
to be that the aviary contains nothmg but ' pieces of knowledge ’. 

I am acquamted with both the numbers, ii and 12 One of them 
(ii) is now before my mind. How can I mistake that number 
for the other which I am also acquainted with ? If I have been 
taught and know the truth that 7 -f 5 = 12, how can I substitute 

II for 12 and beheve that I have got hold of the nght number ? 
There is no question here of seeing something dimly at a distance, 
only ' pieces of knowledge ’ are mvolved 

To this we might reply that an analogous explanation by the 
misfittmg of two pieces of knowledge could be given, if the unex- 
plamed term ‘ piece of knowledge' were taken in a sufficiently 
wide sense. The expression covers objects (such as numbers) that 
I am acquainted with, as well as truths that I have been taught 
All these are m my aviary. Does it also include a complex object 
such as ‘ the sum of 7 and 5 ' ? This ought to be included; it 
consists of terms I am acquainted with and it is before my mind 
when I ask; what is the sum of 7 and 3 ? It is this object that 
I identify with ii when I make my false judgment If it is a 
' piece of knowledge' and contamed in the aviary, then the false 
judgment can be explained as the wrong putting-together of two 
pieces of knowledge, as m the waxen block false judgment was the 
puttmg-together of a fresh impression and the wrong memory 
imprint The result will be a false judgment entirely composed 
of ‘ pieces of knowledge ’ (terms I am acquamted with). It thus 
seems that the aviary apparatus is, after all, as adequate to explam 
false judgment where no perception is involved as the waxen block 
was to explam false judgment involving perception. 

It IS hard to resist the impression that Plato has overlooked this 
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explanation, because he does not recognise ‘ the sum of 7 and 5 ’ 
as a ‘ piece of knowledge but persists m speaking as if we judged 
not that ‘ the sum of 7 and 5 is ii ’ but that ‘ 12 (the number we 
axe seeking) is ii (the number we lay hold of) ’ If such objects 
as ' the sum of 7 and 5 ’ are excluded, then the difficulty Socrates 
raises does exist: how can I mistake the ii which I have before 
my mind for the 12 which I know but have not before my mmd ? 

Theaetetus, at any rate, does not put forward the explanation 
above offered He takes up Socrates’ word for ‘ ignorance ’ or 
‘ failure to recogmse' {dyvmpioa^vrj), and suggests that our minds 
may contam ‘ pieces of ignorance ’ as well as ' pieces of knowledge 

rggE. Theaet Perhaps, Socrates, we were wrong in makmg the 
buds stand for pieces of knowledge only, and we ought to 
have imagined pieces of ignorance flying about with them 
m the mmd. Then, m chasmg them, our man would lay 
hold sometimes of a piece of knowledge, sometimes of a 
piece of Ignorance; and the ignorance would make him 
judge falsely, the knowledge truly, about the same thing. 

What IS a ' piece of ignorance ’ ? Evidently not an object I am 
unacquamted with, for then it would not be m the aviary at all. 
It can only be a false behef which I have somehow formed or been 
taught, such as that 7 + 5 = ii. There is no reason why false 
behefs should not be m the aviary , in fact our avianes contain only 
too many In so far as they consist of terras I am acquainted with 
and are thmgs that I have learnt and possess stored in my memory, 
they satisfy the descnption of ‘ pieces of knowledge But they are 
not knowledge m the sense m which whatever is knowledge must be 
true. That they are simply false behefs is practically stated in 
Theaetetus’ last words ' the ignorance would make him judge 
falsely ’, Theaetetus’ suggestion means that what I lay hold of is 
an old false belief which I bnng up mto consciousness. 

An obvious answer to Theaetetus’ suggestion would be this 
‘ You explain my making a false judgment now as my getting hold 
of an old false belief which I have acquired and have in my memory , 
but that does not explam how I could acquire that false belief 
onginaUy You merely push back to an earher stage the same 
problem. how could I ever judge that 7 + 5 = ii ? ' Socrates, 
however, does not raise that objection. Taking Theaetetus’ sugges¬ 
tion that I call up and afSrm an old false behef, he asks how it is 
that I fail to recogmse it as false and mistake it for a true piece of 
knowledge. 

199E SocR. It is not easy to disapprove of anythmg you say, 
Theaetetus ; but think again about your suggestion. Sup- 
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199E pose it is as you say ; then the man who lays hold of the 
200 piece of Ignorance will judge falsely. Is that nght ? 
Theaet Yes 

SocR. But of course he will not thmk he is judgmg falsely. 
Theaet Of course not 

SocR No , he will thmk he is judging truly, and his 
attitude of mind will be the same as if he knew the thing 
he IS mistaken about 
Theaet. Naturally 

SocR So he will imagine that, as a result of his chase, he 
has got hold of a piece of knowledge, not a piece of ignorance 
Theaet. Clearly 

SocR Then we have gone a long way round only to find 
ourselves confronted once more with our original difficulty. 
Our destructive critic will laugh at us ‘You wonderful 
B people,’ he wiU say, ‘ are we to understand that a man 
knows both a piece of knowledge and a piece of ignorance, 
and then supposes that one of these thmgs he knows is the 
other which he also knows ? Or does he know neither, and 
then judge that one of these unknown things is the other ? 
Or does he know only one, and identify this known thing 
with the unknown one, or the unknown one with the known ? 
Or are you going to tell me that there are yet further pieces 
of knowledge about yoinr pieces of knowledge and ignorance, 
and that their owner keeps these shut up m yet another of 
c. your ndiculous avianes or waxen blocks, knowmg them so 
long as he possesses them, although he may not have them 
at hand m his mmd > On that showmg you will find your¬ 
selves perpetually driven round m a cucle and never gettmg 
any further ’ Vi^at are we to reply to that, Theaetetus ? 
Theaet. Really, Socrates, I don’t know what we are to say 
SocR Maybe, my young fnend, we have deserved this 
rebuke, and the argument shows that we were wrong to 
D leave knowledge on one side and look first for an explanation 
of false judgment That cannot be understood until we 
have a satisfactory account of the nature of knowledge. 
Theaet As things now stand, Socrates, one cannot avoid 
that conclusion 

The critic objects that it is as hard to explam how I can fail to 
recognise a false belief as false and mistake it for the true belief 
which I possess stored m my mmd, as it is to explain how I can 
mistake an object before my mmd for another object which is in 
my memory As Socrates indicates, that leads on to the question : 
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How can I know that I know ? How can I recognise knowledge 
when I have it and be sure that it is knowledge ? This is an old 
problem mconclusively discussed m the Charmtdes (167 ff). Plato 
refuses to pursue it here, or to carry any further the attempt to 
account for false belief. 

What has emerged is that the term ‘knowledge’ is very 
ambiguous Until we have discovered ah its meanings, we cannot 
really explain false judgment. The discussion has been fruitful in 
bnnging to light some of these meanmgs. But the scope of the 
dialogue excludes all that Plato calls knowledge m the full sense. 
He breaks off here because he cannot go further without invoking 
the true objects of knowledge. Plato’s own analysis of false judg¬ 
ment will be given m the Sophist, when the Forms have been brought 
into view. 

200D-201C. Conclusion . Knowledge cannot be defined as True 
Belief 

It has become dear that the so-called ‘ pieces of knowledge' which 
I have learnt from a teacher and stored in my memory are nothing 
better than true beliefs When I recall one to consciousness my 
attitude of mind towards it is, as Socrates says, mdistmgmshable 
from my attitude to a false behef. This consideration leads us to 
the next point • the final refutation of the claim of true behef to 
be knowledge My confidence m a mere behef is not groimded m 
reason. The teaching which consists m ‘ handmg over ’ behefs, 
whether true or false, is no better than the rhetorical persuasion 
of a barrister. Knowledge is not so gamed , and when it is gained, 
it cannot be shaken by persuasion 

200D SocR. To start all over again, then : what is one to say 
that knowledge is ? For surely we are not going to give 
up yet. 

Theaet. Not unless you do so. 

SocR. Then tell me what defimtion can we give with 
the least risk of contradicting ourselves ? 

E. Theaet. The one we tried before, Socrates. I have noth¬ 
ing else to suggest, 

SocR. What was that? 

Theaet. That true belief is knowledge. Surely there can 
at least be no mistake m believing what is true and the 
consequences are always satisfactory 1 

* It has been pomted out m the Meno {97A) that for practical purposes it 
IS as useful to beheve that a road leads to a certain place as to know that it 
does Cf also Rep 506c behef without knowledge is at the best like a bhnd 
man who takes the nght road 
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200E. SocR. Try, and you will see, Theaetetus, as the man said 
when he was asked if the river was too deep to ford. So 
here, if we go forward on our search, we may stumble upon 
201. something that wiU reveal the thing we are looking for. We 
shall make nothmg out, if we stay where we are, 

Theaet. True ; let us go forward and see. 

SocE. Well, we need not go far to see this much: you 
will find a whole profession to prove that true belief is not 
knowledge. 

Theaet. How so ? What profession ? 

SocR. The profession of those paragons of intellect known 
as orators and lawyers. There you have men who use their 
skill to produce conviction, not by instruction, but by making 
people beheve whatever they want them to believe. You 
B. can hardly imagme teachers so clever as to be able, m the 
short time allowed by the clock, to instruct their hearers 
thoroughly in the true facts of a case of robbery or other 
violence which those hearers had not witnessed 
Theaet. No, I cannot imagine that, but they can con- 
vmce them. 

SocR. And by convincmg you mean makmg them beheve 
something. 

Theaet. Of course 

SocR. And when a jury is rightly convmced of facts which 
can be known only by an eye-witness, then, judgmg by hear- 
c. say and accepting a true behef, they are judgmg without 
knowledge, although, if they find the right verdict, then 
conviction is correct ? 

Theaet, Certainly. 

SocR, But if true behef and knowledge were the same thmg, 
the best of jurymen could never have a correct behef without 
knowledge. It now appears that they must be different 
thmgs. 

This argument is repeated in a later dialogue, the Timaeus (51D), 
where the existence of the Forms is said to follow from the distinc¬ 
tion between knowledge or rational understandmg (yovg) and true 
behef. Knowledge is produced by mstruction, always accompamied 
by a true account of its grounds {d^r} 6 rjg ^oyog), unshakable by 
persuasion, and possessed by gods and only a few among men 
True belief is produced by persuasion, not based on rational grounds 
(dUoyov), can be changed by persuasion, and is possessed by all 
mankmd. 

In our passage Socrates has not spoken of the absence of rational 
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grounds, such as he has m mind in the Meno and the Ttmaeus. 
In both those dialogues Plato is thinkmg of what he himself calls 
knowledge In the Meno mathematical knowledge is m question 
After his experiment with the slave, Socrates remarks that the 
slave has now a true belief about the solution , but it will not be 
knowledge until he has been taken repeatedly through aU the steps 
of the proof. He will then see for himself, with unshakable convic¬ 
tion, that the conclusion must be true His behef wiU now be 
assured by reflection on the grounds or reasons (air lag Xoyiafuo). 
Such is the ‘ true account of the grounds ’ ^dyog) to which 

the Ttmaeus refers. But here the real objects of knowledge are 
not to be mentioned, and Socrates is only allowed his analogous 
contrast between the juryman’s second-hand behef and the direct 
' knowledge ’ of the eye-witness, who has seen the fact for himself 

III. The claim of True Belief accompanied by an Account 
OR Explanation to be Knowledge 

20 IC- 202 C. Socrates states this theory as he has heari it 
Theaetetus’ next suggestion is that the addition of some kind of 
‘ account ’ or ' explanation' (logos) ^ wiU convert true belief mto 
knowledge. Vanous possible senses of ‘ account ’ are distinguished 
and considered, and the suggestion is finally rejected It wiU 
appear, however, that no one of these senses is the sense which 
‘ account ’ bears m the Meno and the Ttmaeus. Why that sense 
IS Ignored will become clear as we proceed. 

20IC, Theaet Yes, Socrates, I have heard someone make the 
distinction.’* I had forgotten, but now it comes back to me 
D, He said that true behef with the addition of an account 
(logos) was knowledge, while behef without an account was 
outside its range. Where no account could be given of a 
thmg, it was not ‘ knowable ’—that was the word he used 
—where it could, it was knowable 

SocR. A good suggestion. Buttellmehowhedistmguished 
these knowable tlungs from the unknowable. It may turn 
out that what you were told talhes with somethmg I have 
heard said. 

* English provides no single equivalent for logos, a word whicJ covers 
(i) statement, speech, (2) expression, definition, description, formula, 
(3) ' tale ’ or enumeration , (4) explanation, account, ground A translator 
IS forced to use now one, now another of these expressions In the text the 
word remains ambiguous until Socrates distinguishes some of its chief 
meanings 

’ Between knowledge and true behef 
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20ID Theaet I am not sure if I can recall that; but I thmk 
I should recognise it if I heard it stated 
SocR. If you have had a dream, let me tell you mine in 
return I seem to have heard some people say that what 
E might be called the first elements ^ of which we and aU other 
things consist are such that no account can be given of them. 
Each of them just by itself can only be named , we cannot 
attnbute to it anythmg further or say that it exists or does 
202. not exist, for we should at once be attaching to it existence 
or non-existence, whereas we ought to add nothing if we 
are to express ]ust it alone. We ought not even to add 
‘ ]ust ’ or ' It ’ or ‘ each' or' alone' or ‘ this ’ ®, or any other 
of a host of such terms. These terms, runnmg loose about 
the place, are attached to everythmg, and they are distinct 
from the things to which they are apphed If it were possible 
for an element to be expressed m any formula exclusively 
belongmg to it, no other terms ought to enter mto that 
expression, but m fact there is no formula m which any 
B. element can be expressed • it can only be named, for a name 
is all there is that belongs to it But when we come to things 
composed of these elements, then, just as these thmgs are 
complex, so the names are combmed to make a description 
(logos), a description bemg precisely a combination of names. 
Accordmgly, elements are mexphcable and unknowable, but 
they can be perceived , while complexes (' syllables') are 
knowable and exphcable, and you can have a true notion 
of them So when a man gets hold of the true notion of 
c. somethmg without an account, his mmd does think truly 
of It, but he does not know it, for if one cannot give and 
receive an account of a thing, one has no knowledge of that 
thing. But when he has also got hold of an account, aU 
this becomes possible to him and he is fully eqmpped with 
knowledge 

Does that version represent the dream as you heard it, 
or not ^ 

T HEAET. Perfectly. 

The theory here put forward was certainly never held by Plato 
himself On the other hand, it is obviously a philosophic theory, 

' oToixtla. meant letters of the alphabet, or the ' rudiments ' of a subject 
This IS said to be its first occurrence as apphed to the elements of physical 
thmgs Presently ouAAa^al (syllables) is used for the complex things composed 
of elements 

* Buttmann's conjecture to ‘to’ for toOto (here and at 205c) may be sup¬ 
ported by Soph 239A See note there (p 207) 
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which would not occur to common sense It must belong to some 
contemporary of Socrates or Plato, whom Plato does not choose to 
name.i Possibly, Socrates is represented as ‘ dreammg ’ it because 
the theory was really advanced after his death There seems to be 
no evidence sufhaent to identify the author * 

The theory may be considered under the three heads : (a) Thmgs; 
(6) Language , (c) Cogmtion 

(а) Things .—^The only thmgs recognised are' ourselves and every¬ 
thing else i.e. concrete mdividual natural objects. These are 
composed of simple unanalysable elements. There is no question 
of immaterial things, for the elements are said to be perceptible. 
This also shows that atoms are not intended, Smce no examples 
are given, we cannot say whether ‘ elements ' means simple pnmary 
substances, such as gold, or simple quahties, like yellow, or even 
whether the author drew this distmction. He may have meant any 
sunple constituent that we should name in enumeratmg all the parts 
we can perceive and distinguish m a complex thmg. 

(б) Language —^The element, being simple, has a name only We 
can refer to or mdicate it by this name But it ' has no logos 
This appears to cover two meamngs which we should distmgmsh 
(i) We cannot make any statmmt about the element, such as that 
it exists. If we are to speak of it alone, we must not add, or ascribe, 
to it any second ' name ’ (word). The element is completely m- 
dicated by uttermg the smgle word ' gold ’ or ' yellow We may 
not even say ' this is yellow', smce ‘ this ’ and ' is ’ express some¬ 
thing different from the simple name ' yellow ’, which already 
expresses all there is to be expressed and all that I perceive Also, 

‘ this ’ and ‘ is ’ do not belong exclusively to the element I now 
perceive (2) The name of an element is indefinable, just as the 
element itself is unanalysable. The nature is simple and no 
‘ account' consistmg of several names (words) can be given of it 

The definition of logos as a ‘ combination of names (words) ’ will 
cover statements about a thmg as well as the defimtion of a definable 
name But probably the author was not thinkmg about defining 
names (which he would not rank among complex ‘ things ’) but only 
about descnbmg thmgs. The simple name mdicates the elementary 

* Theaetetus (at 201c) and Socrates (202B, rdi' flirivra) both speak of the 
author m the singular 

* The case for Antisthenes was most fully stated by Gillespie (Arch Gesch 
Phtlos XXVI, 479 ff , xxvn, 17 fi ) See also Ross, Meiapk of Aristotle 1, 346 
A Levi (Revue Hist Philos 1930, pp 16 ff), among others, has disputed ttus 
attribution. Prof G C Field has given a judicious account of Antisthenes 
in Plato and His Contemporaries (1930), 160 ff I can see little resemblance 
between the doctnne and the atomism attributed to Ecphantus, who is 
suggested by Bumet and Prof Taylor 
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part, the full descnption or ' account ’ of a complex thing consists 
of as many names as there are elements All statements about 
the thing he would regard as givmg it names, each of which should 
belong to one of its parts In the Sophist (p. 253) we shall meet 
agam with this view of what was later called ‘ predication ' The 
effect is that the distinction between the defimtion and other state¬ 
ments about the thmg is not drawn, and this appears to be the 
case in our passage 

(c) Cognition ,—^The theory distmgmshes between perception 
{aiadr]aiQ), a true notion (aXrjdiiQ SSia), and knowledge (iTciarijfi'rj). 

Of the element we have only a simple direct perception, not 
‘ knowledge Of the complex thmg we have at first a true notion 
do^a) without a logos Logos, as the later argument shows, 
means enumeratmg by name the simple components of the complex 
When I have done this, I have ‘ given an account' of the complex 
thing and am now said to ' know ’it. I have expressed what the 
thing IS by giving a list of all its simple parts. But it is hard to 
be sure what is meant by the ' true do'fa ’ which I have before I 
enumerate the parts Presumably it means a complex unanalysed 
presentation of the whole object In defence of the translation 
' true notion ’ it may be remarked that Plato uses the phrase ' get 
hold of the true do'fa 0/ a thing without a logos ’ ^ ‘ Notion ’ or ‘ im¬ 
pression ' seems to be meant It may be conjectured that such a 
notion would be expressed by a definable name, such as ' man 
or (to use Socrates’ later illustration, 207 a) ' wagon ’ Possibly do'fa 
includes the judgment ' That is a man ’. This judgment may be 
true (perhaps, must be true); but I shall not have knowledge till I 
have enumerated all the parts of the object, which is the same thmg 
as definmg the name. 

The theory mentions only true notions, not false ones It is not 
unhkely that the author held that every notion is true If the 
notion is composed of simple perceptions, each of which is an 
impression directly given by some simple property of the thing, 
and if there can be no error m the perceptions, there can be none 
m the complex notion. The theory may hold that there must 
be just that thmg I perceive or have a notion of, otherwise I 
should be perceivmg something else or nothing at all. It is quite 
possible that the author of the theory agreed (as Antisthenes 
did) with those who demed the possibility of false behefs and 
statements. 

‘ 202B orav avev >dyou rrjv aXr] 0 Tj Sdfav tiv 6 s tis AdjSi; We have alrecidy 
noted fp 119) Plato’s use of Sofd^eiv with an accusative for'thiiikiii.go/a thing’. 
Agam ejjaiv Sdfav vepl cfoO (2ogA, i) and vi eSdfaJov (209B, 2) are used inter¬ 
changeably for ‘ having a notion of you ’ 
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202C-2o6c. The Theory cnticised for making Elements unknowable 
For the understanding of the following argument, it is essential 
to grasp that the theory is matenahstic, in the sense that the only 
' things' it recognises as the objects of any sort of cognition are 
concrete individual things, and the perceptible parts of which such 
things are aggregates. 

Socrates first disposes of the theory on its own ground, where the 
statement that elements are unknowable proves fatal, 

202C. SocR. So this dream finds favour and you hold that a true 
notion with the addition of an account is knowledge ? 
Theaet. Precisely. 

D. SocR. Can it be, Theaetetus, that, all in a moment, we have 
found out to-day what so many wise men have grown old m 
seekmg and have not found ? 

Theaet. I, at any rate, am satisfied with our present state¬ 
ment, Socrates 

SocR. Yes, the statement just in itself may well be satisfac¬ 
tory , for how can there ever be knowledge without an 
account and nght behef ? ^ But there is one pomt m the 
theory as stated that does not find favour with me 
Theaet, What is that ? 

SocR. What might be considered its most ingenious 
E feature: it says that the elements are unknowable, but 
whatever is complex (' syllables') can be known. 

Theaet. Is not that nght? 

SocR We must find out. We hold as a sort of hostage for 
the theory the illustration m terms of which it was stated. 
Theaet Namely ? 

SocR Letters—the elements of wnting—and syllables 
That and nothmg else was the prototype the author of this 
theory had m mind, don’t you think ? 

Theaet Yes, it was. 

203. SocR. Let us take up that illustration, then, and put it to 
the question, or rather put the question to ourselves • did 
we learn our letters on that prmciple or not ? ® To begm 
with: is it true that an account can be given of syllables, 
but not of letters ? 

Theaet It may be so 

I This may mean that the formula ' true behef with an account ’ is a satis¬ 
factory descnption at least of some knowledge, provided that the right 
meanmg he given to logos, not any of the meanings discussed m the following 
context 

* Socrates goes back to this question at 2o6a 
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203. SocR I agree, deadedly Suppose you are asked about 
the first syllable of ‘ Socrates ’ ‘ Explam, Theaetetus; what 
IS SO ? ’ How wiU you answer ? 

Theaet S and 0 . 

SocR And you have there an account of the syllable ? 
Theaet. Yes 

B. SocR. Go on, then ; give me a similar account of S. 
Theaet. But how can one state the elements of an 
element ? The fact is, of course, Socrates, that S is one of 
the consonants, nothmg but a noise, hke a hissmg of the 
tongue, while B not only has no articulate sound but is 
not even a noise, and the same is true of most of the letters. 
So they may well be said to be mexphcable, when the clearest 
of them, the seven vowels themselves, have only a sound, 
and no sort of account can be given of them ^ 

SocR So far, then, we have reached a nght conclusion 
about knowledge. 

Theaet. Apparently. 

The ' right conclusion ’ is that, if logos means an account or 
explanation consisting in the enumeration of the components of a 
complex thing, we must finally reach simple parts which cannot be 
so ‘ explained ’ (So m mathematics the ultimate terms used m 
definitions must be mdefinable) But if such analysis is to yield 
knowledge, these ultimate components must be Imowable. The 
weak pomt of the theory is that it says they are unknowable, and 
can only be perceived So the process of acquirmg knowledge 
will be a process of analysmg a complex which is not yet known 
into components which cannot be known. 

The argument exposmg this weakness is in the form of a dilemma. 
A syllable (complex) must be either (i) the mere aggregate of the 
letters, or (2) a smgle entity which comes into bemg when the 
letters are combmed and vanishes when they are separated. 
Socrates easily disposes of the first alternative 

203c. SocR. But now, have we been nght in declanng that the 
letter cannot be known, though the syllable can ^ 
Theaet, That seems aU right 

SocR Take the syllable then • do we mean by that both 
the two letters or (if there are more than two) all the letters ^ 


* At Phtlebus i8b we find the same classification (i) vowels (ifiuitr/jcvra), 
(2) consonants (a^tuKa, with out articulate sound), (3) mutes (a^floyyo, which are 
not even noises) 
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ao3C. Or do we mean a single entity that comes into existence 
from the moment when they are put together ? 

Theaet. I should say we mean all the letters. 

Sock. Then take the case of the two letters S and 0 
The two together are the first syllable of my name. Anyone 
who knows that syllable knows both the letters, doesn’t he ? 

D, Theaet. Naturally. 

Sock. So he knows the S and the O 
Theaet. Yes. 

Sock. But has he, then, no knowledge of each letter, so that 
he knows both without knowmg either ? 

Theaet. That is a monstrous absurdity, Socrates. 

Sock And yet, if it is necessary to know each of two things 
before one can know both, he simply must know the letters 
first, if he is ever to know the syllable ; and so our fine theory 
wiU vanish and leave us m the lurch. 

E. Theaet. With a startling suddenness. 

SocR Yes, because we are not keepmg a good watch upon 
it. 

This argument is not verbal, but quite fair If the syllable is 
exactly the same thmg as its two letters, then to know the syllable 
IS to know the letters. It may be added that the theory distm- 
guished knowledge from perception, and evidently regarded know¬ 
ledge as superior. Smce the syllable is nothmg more than the 
aggregate of the two letters, of each of which I have a perception, 

‘ the addition of the account ’ which was to yield knowledge can in 
fact only lead to two perceptions, side by side, of two unknowable 
objects. 

(2) The second alternative—that the syllable is something other 
than the aggregate of the letters—requires some more subtle distmc- 
tions. 

203E. Sock {continues) Perhaps we ought to have assumed that 
the syllable was not the letters but a single entity that anses 
out of them with a unitary character of its own and different 
from the letters. 

Theaet. By all means. Indeed, it may well be so rather 
than the other way. 

SocR. Let us consider that. We ought not to abandon 
an unposmg theory m this poor-spinted manner 
Theaet. Certainly not 

204. SocR. Suppose, then, it is as we say now • the syllable 
arises as a smgle entity from any set of letters which can 
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204 be combined ^ ; and that holds of every complex, not only 
m the case of letters. 

Theaet By all means. 

SocR. In that case, it must have no parts. 

Theaet Why ? 

SocH. Because, if a thmg has parts, the whole thmg must 
be the same as all the parts. 

The term ' whole ' is here limited to mean a thmg composed of 
parts into which it can be divided up. m such a way that the parts 
so arrived at account for the whole thing. Thus the sum of money 
called a sViilling can be divided mto twelve pence which completely 
represent its value Nothmg evaporates in the process of division. 
So the whole here is said to be exactly eqmvalent to ‘ all the parts'. 
Accordmgly, if the syllable or complex is something over and above 
the letters, the letters will not be parts of that something (and it 
can have no other parts) ; so it will not be the ' whole ’. From this 
statement we might pass straight to the conclusion (205c) Smce 
a syllable is a umtary thing, having no parts mto winch it can be 
analysed, it is simple, inexphcable, and unknowable for the same 
reason as the letter. This is the conclusion which completes the 
dilemma It is fatal to the theory, if we keep to the theory's own 
assumptions. But here Socrates turns aside to meet the objection 
that a whole consistmg of parts may not be simply the ‘ sum' of 
those parts (t <5 nav) or' all the parts' (rd ndvxa), but a smgle entity 
arising out of them and distmct from them It is true that even 
a jigsaw puzzle, when completed, has a umty as formmg a picture, 
which disappears when the parts are separated. But Socrates is 
justified m argumg that that resultmg entity is not properly 
described as ‘ the whole '. It is an additional element which super¬ 
venes on the putting together of the parts which make the whole. 
He urges that the whole cannot be distinguished from the ‘ sum', 
which itself cannot be distmguished from ' all the parts' 

204A. SocR. (continues). Or do you say that a whole likewise * 
is a single entity that arises out of the parts and is different 
from the aggregate of the parts ? 

Theaet. Yes, I do 

SocR. Then do you regard the sum (rd nav) as the same 
thmg as the whole, or are they different ? 

' (wiiapiiorr6vTtDv is not ' harmonious ’. It means that only some letters 
will ‘ fit together' to form a syllable . one of them must always be a vowel 
(Soph 253A) Other combmations of letters, e g two or three consonants 
without a vowel, are impossible 

‘ ‘ likewise ’ (koI), t e as well as the syllable, of which this has been said. 
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204B. Theaet. I am not at all clear, but you tell me to answer 
boldly, so I will take the risk of saymg they are different 
SocR Your boldness, Theaetetus, is nght, whether your 
answer is so, we shall have to consider. 

Theaet Yes, certainly 

SocR Well, then, the whole will be different from the sum, 
according to our present view. 

Theaet. Yes. 

SocR. Well but now. is there any difference between the 
sum and all the things it mcludes ? For instance, when we 
say. ‘ one. two, three, four, five, six ’, or ‘ twice three ’ or 
c. ' three times two ’ or ‘ four and two ’ or ‘ three and two and 
one ’, are we in aU these cases expressing the same thing 
or different things ? 

Theaet The same. 

SocR. Just six, and nothing else ? 

Theaet. Yes 

SocR. In fact, in each form of expression we have expressed 
all the six.i 
Theaet. Yes. 

SocR But when we express them aU, is there no sum ® that 
we express? 

Theaet. There must be. 

SocR. And IS that sum anything else than ' six ’ ^ 
Theaet. No. 

D. SocR Then, at any rate in the case of things that consist 
of a number, the words ‘ sum ’ and ‘ all the things ’ denote 
the same thmg 
Theaet. So it seems. 

SocR Let us put our argument, then, in this way The 
number of (square feet m) an acre, and the acre are the same 
thmg, aren’t they? 

Theaet. Yes 

SocR And so too with the number of (feet m) a mile ? 
Theaet Yes 

SocR And again with the number of (soldiers in) an army 
and the army, and so on, m all cases. The total number is 
the same as the total thing in each case 
Theaet Yes 

E SocR But the number of (units in) any collection of things 
cannot be an3d:hing but parts of that collection ? 

1 Reading irdvra ra tf with BT 

• The word ' sum ' (tov) here is necessary to the argument The manu¬ 
scripts have naXtv 
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204E. Theaet. No. 

SocR Now, anything that has parts consists of parts. 
Theaet. Evidently. 

SocR But all the parts, we have agreed, are the same as 
the sum, if the total number is to be the same as the total 
thmg 

Theaet Yes. 

SocR. The whole, then, does not consist of parts , for if it 
were all the parts it would be a sum 
Theaet. Apparently not. 

SocR. But can a part be a part of anything but its whole ’ 
Theaet. Yes , of the sum 

205. SocR. You make a gallant fight of it, Theaetetus. But 
does not ' the sum ’ mean precisely somethmg from which 
nothmg IS missmg ? 

Theaet. Necessarily 

SocR. And is not a whole exactly the same thing—that 
from which nothmg whatever is missing ? Whereas, when 
something is removed, the thing becomes neither a whole 
nor a sum ; it changes at the same moment from bemg both 
to bemg neither 

Theaet I think now that there is no difference between 
a sum and a whole 

Plato is not denymg that there are wholes which contain an 
additional element that anses when the parts are put together and 
disappears when they are separated He was aware of this,^ but 
his point IS that such an additional element is not what we mean 
by ‘ the whole ’ It may also be remarked that he is arguing 
within the limits of the theory he is cnticismg That theory holds 
that the only thmgs we can perceive or know or talk about are 
concrete individual thmgs m nature, complex or simple, and that 
a complex thmg is no more than an aggregate of simple thmgs or 
elements, which can be enumerated in the only account we can 
give of it When the enumeration is complete we know all that 
we can know about the thmg So the whole is nothmg but the 
sum of its parts. A man is, for this theory, a trunk and a head 
and hmbs. There is no substance or essence ' Man ’, over and above 
the separable ‘ matenal ’ parts, such as Plato and Aristotle would 
recogmse and make the subject of a definition (logos) by genus and 
specific difference 

Having ruled out the suggestion that' the whole ’ can be a single 
entity distinct from all the parts, Socrates can now return to the 

^ Cf Aristotle’s discussion, inspired by the Theaetetus, at Metaph z, 17 
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argument interrupted at 204A, namely the second alternative: 
that the syllable or complex is a unity over and above its letters or 
elements. He can now reaffirm the statement there made, that if 
the syllable is such a umty, it is not a whole and can have no parts. 

205A. SocR. Well, we were saying—were we not ?—^that when 
a thing has parts, the whole or sum will be the same thin g 
as all the parts ? 

Theaet. Certamly. 

SocR. To go back, then, to the point I was tiying to make 
B. just now ; if the syllable is not the same thmg as the letters, 
does it not foUow that it cannot have the letters as parts 
of itself, otherwise, bemg the same thing as the letters, it 
would be neither more nor less knowable than they are ? 
Theaet Yes 

SocR And it was to avoid that consequence that we sup¬ 
posed the syllable to be different from the letters 
Theaet Yes. 

SocR. Well, if the letters are not parts of the syllable, 
can you name any thmgs, other than its letters, that are 
parts of a syllable ? 

Theaet Certainly not, Socrates. If I admitted that it 
had any parts, it would surely be absurd to set aside the 
letters and look for parts of any other kmd 
c. SocR. Then, on the present showmg, a syllable will be a 
thing that is absolutely one and caimot be divided mto parts 
of any sort ? ^ 

Theaet. Apparently. 

SocR. Do you remember then, my dear Theaetetus, our 
accepting a short while ago a statement that we thought 
satisfactory ; that no account could be given of the primary 
thmgs of which other thmgs are composed, because each of 
them, taken just by itself, was incomposite, and that it 
was not correct to attribute even ' existence ’ to it, or to 
call it ‘ this ’, on the ground that these words expressed 
different things that were extraneous to it; and this was 
the ground for making the pnmary thmg inexphcable 
and unknowable? 

Theaet I remember 

D. SocR Then is not exactly this, and nothing else, the 
ground of its bemg sunple in nature and mdivisible into 
parts ? I can see no other. 

^ iiaurinam, put first for emphasis, should be construed with fila ns ISia 
afUpiOTOS 
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205D Theaet Evidently there is no other 

SocR. Then has not the syllable now turned out to be a 
tlung of the same sort, if it has no parts and is a unitary 
thing ? 

Theaet Certainly 

SocR. To conclude, then if, on the one hand, the syllable 
IS the same thing as a number of letters and is a whole with 
the letters as its parts, then the letters must be neither more 
nor less knowable and exphcable than syllables, since we 
made out that all the parts are the same thing as the whole. 
E Theaet. True 

SocR But if, on the other hand, the syllable is a unity 
without parts, syllable and letter hkewise are equally 
incapable of explanation and unknowable. The same 
reason will make them so. 

Theaet I see no way out of that 
SocR If so. we must not accept this statement that 
the syllable can be known and explained, the letter cannot 
Theaet. No. not if we hold by our argument. 

Puttmg aside the illustration from letters, it has now been 
established that knowledge cannot be gamed, as the theory holds, 
by analysing a concrete thing, presented m a complex notion, 
into its simple parts, each presented in a simple perception which 
IS not knowledge 

It IS fincilly pointed out that the illustration itself tells 
against the theory Our knowledge of letters must actually be 
clearer than our knowledge of syllables, whereas the theory 
evidently regards our perception of elements as inferior to the 
knowledge we are alleged to gam by givmg an account of the 
complex 

206 SocR And again, would not your own expenence in 
learning your letters rather inchne you to accept the opposite 
view ? 

Theaet What view do you mean ? 

SocR. This that all the time you were learmng you 
were domg nothing else but trymg to distingmsh by sight 
or heanng each letter by itself, so as not to be con¬ 
fused by any arrangement of* them m spoken or wntten 
words. 

Theaet That is quite true. 

SocR And in the music school the height of accomphsh- 
B, ment lay precisely in bemg able to follow each several 
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2o6b. note and tell which string it belonged to; and notes, as 
everyone would agree, are the elements of music.’- 
Theaet. Precisely. 

SocR. Then, if we are to argue from our own experience 
of elements and complexes to other cases, we shall conclude 
that elements m general yield knowledge that is much 
clearer than knowledge of the complex and more effective 
for a complete grasp of anything we seek to know. If 
anyone tells us that the complex is by its nature knowable, 
while the element is unknowable, we shall suppose that, 
whether he intends it or not, he is playing with us. 
Theaet. Certainly. 

2o6c-e Three -possible meanings of ' account ’. (i) Expression of 
thought in speech (irrelevant) 

The refutation of the theory ' dreamt ’ by Socrates is now com¬ 
plete It turns upon the allegation that the simple and unanalys¬ 
able IS unknowable But Theaetetus’ suggestion that knowledge 
is true judgment or behef combmed with an account or explanation 
may have other meanmgs not mvolvmg this fatal flaw Socrates 
accordingly turns to consider these possible meanings. The 
discussion still proceeds, however, on certam assumptions of the 
refuted theory, namely that the only thmgs to be known are con¬ 
crete individual thmgs, and that knowledge accordingly must 
consist m givmg some account of such thmgs. This limitation is 
in accordance with the scope of the whole dialogue, which asks 
whether knowledge can be extracted from the world of concrete 
natural things, yieldmg perceptions and complex notions, without 
invoking other factors The three meanings of logos now considered 
are determined by these assumptions, which exclude Plato’s own 
view, that the objects of which knowledge must give an account 
are not concrete mdividuals but objects of thought, and that the 
simpler terms m which the account must be stated are not material 
parts but higher concepts 

2o6c Socr. Indeed we might, I think, find other arguments to 
prove that point But we must not allow them to distract 
our attention from the question before us, namely, what 
can really be meant by saying that an account added to 
true behef yields knowledge in its most perfect form 

1 The appeal to music and (earlier) to numbers and measures lends no sup¬ 
port to Campbell’s suggestion that the theory is due to ' some Pythagorean ’ 
(p xxxix) These examples are brought forward, not by the author of the 
theory, but by Socrates in refuting it 
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(1) EXPRESSION OF THOUGHT IN SPEECH 

Theaet Yes, we must see what that means. 

SocR Well then, what is this term ' accoimt ’ intended 
to convey to us ^ I think it must mean one of three thmgs 
Theaet What are they? 

D. SocR The first will be givmg overt expression to one’s 
thought by means of vocal sound with names and verbs, 
casting an image of one’s notion on the stream that 
flows through the hps, hke a reflection in a mirror or in 
water Do you agree that expression of that sort is an 
' account ’ ’ 

Theaet. I do We certamly call that expressing our¬ 
selves m speech (A^yeiv) 

SocR On the other hand, that is a thing that anyone 
can do more or less readily If a man is not bom deaf 
or dumb, he can signify what he thinks on any subject. 
So in this sense anyone whatever who has a correct 

E. notion evidently will have it ' with an accountand 
there will be no place left anywhere for a correct notion 
apart from knowledge. 

Theaet. True. 

Logos here does not mean a' verbal definition ’ such as a dictionary 
gives, but simply ' statement ’, ‘ speech ’—the utterance of the 
notion or judgment in our minds This common meaning of the 
word IS mentioned only for the sake of clearness It is obviously 
not what Theaetetus intended 

2 o 6 e -2 o 8 b . (2) Enumeration of elementary parts This will not 

convert a true notion into knowledge 
The second meanmg is the enumeration of elementary parts. 
This IS now considered on its own merits, apart from the further 
feature which proved fatal to the earher theory, namely, the 
doctrine that an element must be unknowable. 

2o6e. Socr Then we must not be too ready to charge the 
author of the definition of knowledge now before us ^ with 
talking nonsense Perhaps that is not what he meant 
He may have meant ■ bemg able to reply to the question, 
207 what any given thmg is, by enumeratmg its elements 
Theaet For example, Socrates ^ 

Socr For example, Hesiod says about a wagon, ‘ In a 
wagon are a hundred pieces of wood ’ I could not name 

^ The author of the definition originally quoted by Theaetetus (20 id), who 
IS now regarded as not responsible for the doctrine, in the theory ' dreamt ’ 
by Socrates, that elements are unknowable 
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them all; no more, I imagine, could you. If we were 
asked what a wagon is, we should be content if we could 
mention wheels, axle, body, rails, yoke 
Theaet Certainly 

SocR But I dare say he would think us just as ndiculous 
as if we rephed to the question about your own name by 
B telling the syllables. We might think and express our¬ 
selves correctly, but we should be absurd if we fancied 
ourselves to be grammarians and able to give such an 
account of the name Theaetetus as a grammarian would 
offer. He would say it is impossible to give a scientific 
account of anythmg, short of addmg to your true notion 
a complete catalogue of the elements, as, I thmk, was 
said earher 
Theaet. Yes, it was 

SocR. In the same way, he would say, we may have a 
correct notion of the wagon, but the man who can give a 
complete statement of its nature by going through those 
c. hundred parts has thereby added an account to his correct 
notion and, m place of mere behef, has amved at a techmcal 
knowledge of the wagon’s nature, by gomg through all 
the elements in the whole 
Theaet. Don’t you approve, Socrates ? 

SocR Tell me if you approve, my friend, and whether you 
accept the view that the complete enumeration of elements 
IS an account of any given thing, whereas descnption m 
terms of syllables or of any larger unit stdl leaves it un- 

D. accounted for. Then we can look into the matter further. 
Theaet. WeU, I do accept that 

SocR Do you think, then, that anyone has knowledge 
of whatever it may be, when he thinks that one and the 
same tlung is a part sometimes of one thing, sometimes 
of a different thmg; or agam when he beheves now one 
and now another thing to be part of one and the same thmg ? 
Theaet. Certainly not. 

SocR. Have you forgotten, then, that when you jBist began 
leanung to read and wnte, that was what you and your 
schoolfellows did? 

Theaet Do you mean, when we thought that now one 

E, letter and now another was part of the same syllable, and 
when we put the same letter sometimes mto the proper 
syllable, sometimes into another ? 

SocR That IS what I mean 

Theaet Then I have certamly not forgotten , and I do 
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207E. not think that one has reached knowledge so long as one 
is m that condition. 

SocR Well then, if at that stage you are writing ' Theae- 
tetus ’ and you think you ought to write T and H and E 
and do so, and again when you are trying to write ‘ Theo- 
208 dorus you think you ought to write T and E and do so, 
can we say that you know the first syllable of your two 
names ? 

Theaet. No , we have just agreed that one has not 
knowledge so long as one is in that condition 
SocR And there is no reason why a person should not 
be in the same condition with respect to the second, third, 
and fourth syllables as well ? 

Theaet None whatever. 

SocR Can we, then, say that whenever in wnting ‘ Theae- 
tetus ’ he puts down all the letters in order, then he is in 
possession of the complete catalogue of elements together 
with correct behef ? 

Theaet Obviously. 

SocR. Bemg stiU, as we agree, without knowledge, though 
his behefs are correct ? 

Theaet Yes 

SocR Although he possesses the ‘ account' m addition 
to nght belief For when he wrote he was in possession 
of the catalogue of the elements, which we agreed was the 
‘ account ’ 

Theaet True. 

SocR So, my friend, there is such a thmg as right behef 
together with an account, which is not yet entitled to be 
called knowledge 
Theaet. I am afraid so. 

SocR Then, apparently, our idea that we had found the 
perfectly true definition of knowledge was no better than 
a golden dream 

Socrates has now disposed of the theory that the addition of a 
complete enumeration of elements to a correct, but previously 
unanalysed, notion of a complex thing will convert true behef 
mto knowledge Even if we reject the doctnne that the element 
IS unknowable, and suppose it to be at least as knowable as the 
complex, stiU the complete enumeration may fail to give us any- 
thmg better than true behef The analysis, though it be earned 
as far as possible, will not jneld knowledge of any different kind 
from the true notion we started with, or the correct behefs about 

157 



THEAETETUS 


208 b- 210 b 

the parts of a wagon which stopped short at five parts instead 
of aU the hunted. So the schoolboy may have a correct behef 
about every letter in the name ‘ Theaetetus ’ and write it correctly, 
without having that assured knowledge which would save him from 
writing it incorrectly on another occasion. 

If we go behind the illustration and beyond the hmits of the 
theory that is bemg criticised, we see further mto Plato's mmd. 
In the Meno the slave who is ignorant of geometry is led through 
a problem till he reaches the correct solution. But Socrates points 
out that he still has only true belief, not knowledge, because he 
does not understand the proof or see how the conclusion neces¬ 
sarily follows from the premisses. Even if he were taken back 
through the earher propositions, axioms, and definitions to the 
pnmitive indefinables, he might still possess no more than an 
exhaustive catalogue of true beliefs leading to the solution He 
will not know even this much of geometry until he has grasped the 
necessary comiexion which will make all these behefs abiding and 
unshakable. All this, however, lies outside the presuppositions 
of the theory imder examination, which contemplates only the 
analysis of a concrete thmg mto elementary parts 

2o8b-2Iob. (3) The statement of a disitngmshing mark. This will 
not convert a true notion into knowledge 
Socrates now suggests a third possible meaning of logos —' being 
able to state some mark by which the thing in question differs 
from everything else '. Will this addition convert true behef into 
knowledge Logos will now mean the ' account ’ of a thing given 
by a description which serves to distmguish the thmg we wish to 
indicate from all other thmgs 

2o8b. Sock, {continues) Or shall we not condemn the theory 
c. yet ? Perhaps the meaning to be given to ' account' is 
not this, but the remaming one of the three, one of which 
we said must be mtended by anyone who defines knowledge 
as correct behef together with an account 
Theaet a good remmder, there is still one meaning 
left. The first was what might be called the image of 
thought m spoken sound; and the one we have just dis¬ 
cussed was gomg all through the elements to arrive at the 
whole. What is the thud ? 

SocR The meaning most people would give ; being able 
to name some mark by which the thing one is asked about 
differs from everythmg else 

Theaet. Could you give me an example of such an account 
of a thing ? 
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( 3 ) A DISTINGUISHING MARK 

2o8d Sock Take the sun as an example. I dare say you will 
be satisfied with the account of it as the brightest of the 
heavenly bodies that go round the earth, 

Theaet Certainly 

SocR Let me explam the pomt of this example. It is 
to illustrate what we were just saymg that if you get 
hold of the difference distmguishmg any given thmg from 
all others, then, so some people say, you will have an 
' account ’ of it; whereas, so long as you fix upon some¬ 
thing common to other thmgs, your account will embrace 
all the thmgs that share it. 

E. Theaet I imderstand I agree that what you describe 
may fairly be called an ‘ account ’. 

SocR. And if, besides a right notion about a thing, what¬ 
ever it may be, you also grasp its difference from all other 
things, you wiU have arrived at knowledge of what, tiU 
then, you had only a notion of 
Theaet. We do say that, certamly 
SocR. Really, Theaetetus, now I come to look at this 
statement at close quarters, it is like a scene-pamtmg • 
I cannot make it out at all, though, so long as I kept at 
a distance, there seemed to be some sense in it. 

Theaet. What do you mean ? Why so ? 

209 SocR I will explam, if I can Suppose I have a correct 
notion about you , if I add to that the account of you, 
then, we are to understand, I know you. Otherwise I have 
only a notion 
Theaet Yes. 

SocR And ‘ account' means putting your differentness ^ 
into words. 

Theaet, Yes 

SocR So, at the time when I had only a notion, my 
mind did not grasp any of the pomts in which you differ 
from others ? 

Theaet Apparently not. 

SocR. Then I must have had before my mind one of those 
common things which belong to another person as much 
as to you. 

B Theaet That follows 

SocR But look here 1 If that was so, how could I possibly 

* Plato seems deliberately to avoid the term Siaijiopd here and henceforward 
(though it occurred at 2o8d), perhaps because of its technical use for the 
differentia of a species, which is irrelevant to this context Jia^opon]; is a 
Platomc word which occurs again at Rep 587E 
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209B. be having a notion of you rather than of anyone else? 
Suppose I was thinking: Theaetetus is one who is a man 
and has a nose and eyes and a mouth and so forth, enumer¬ 
ating every part of the body. Will thinkmg in that way 
result in my thinking of Theaetetus rather than of Theo- 
dorus or, as they say, of the man m the street ? 

Theaet How should it ^ 

SocR Well, now suppose I thmk not merely of a man 
c. with a nose and eyes, but of one with a snub nose and 
prominent eyes, once more shall I be havmg a notion of 
you any more than of myself or anyone else of that descnp- 
tion ? 

Theaet. No. 

SocR. In fact, there will be no notion of Theaetetus m 
my mind, I suppose, until this particular snubness has 
stamped and registered withm me a record distmct from 
all the other cases of snubness that I have seen, and so 
with every other part of you Then, if I meet you to¬ 
morrow, that trait wiU revive my memory and give me 
a correct notion about you. 

Theaet Quite true. 

D. SocR If that is so, the correct notion of anythmg must 
itself include the differentness of that thmg. 

Theaet. Evidently 

SocR Then what meaning is left for gettmg hold of an 
' accoimt ’ m addition to the correct notion ’ If, on the 
one hand, it means adding the notion of bow a thing differs 
from other things, such an mjunction is simply absurd 
Theaet. How so ? 

SocR. When we have a correct notion of the way m which 
certain thmgs differ from other thmgs, it tells us to add a 
correct notion of the way m which they differ from other 

E. thmgs. On this showmg, the most vicious of circles would 
be nothing to this injunction It might better deserve to 
be called the sort of direction a blmd man might give. to 
tell us to get hold of something we already have, m order 
to get to Imow something we are already thinkmg of, sug¬ 
gests a state of the most absolute darkness. 

Theaet. Whereas, if-? The supposition you made 

just now imphed that you would state some alternative, 
what was it ? ^ 

* Reading « Si vwSi) us ipiSv 6 ni 9 ov, The ob] ection to reading 

(with Burnet and others) eiVi Sfj ri vwSij ms ipuv eVu'flou is that Socrates’ last 
question (to oSv npoaXa^civ . eti ) , 209D, 4) did not suggest that he had 
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209E. SocR If the direction to add an ‘ account' means that 
we are to get to know the differentness, as opposed to 
merely having a notion of it, this most admirable of all 
definitions of knowledge will be a pretty busmess , because 
210 ‘ getting to know ’ means acquirmg knowledge, doesn’t it ? 

Theaet. Yes 

SocR So, apparently, to the question, What is knowledge ? 
our definition will reply. ' Correct behef together with 
knowledge of a differentness ’, for, accordmg to it, ‘ adding 
an account ’ will come to that. 

Theaet. So it seems. 

SocR Yes; and when we are inqmnng after the nature 
of knowledge, nothmg could be sillier than to say that it 
is correct behef together with a knowledge of differentness 
or of anything whatever. 

So, Theaetetus, neither perception, nor true behef, nor 
B the addition of an' account ’ to true behef can be knowledge. 
Theaet. Apparently not 

Some cntics have imagmed that the above argument is con¬ 
cerned with the definition of species by genus and specific differ¬ 
ence, and even that Plato is here criticising himself But it is 
clearly presumed throughout that the object to be defined and 
known is a concrete individual thmg—‘ ourselves and other things ’, 
Hesiod’s wagon, a person (Theaetetus), the sun. The ' different- 
ness ’ IS a perceptible mdividual pecuhanty, such as ' this par¬ 
ticular snubness which I have seen', distmguishmg this individual 
person from other mdividuals, not a specific difference distinguish- 
mg a species from other species and common to all individuals of 
the species 

something more to say What did suggest this was the ti fiiv (209D, 5), 
implymg that an alternative supposition (ti 6i) was to follow—^the supposition 
stated in Socrates’ next speech («’ tA XAyov 209E, 6) Badham saw 
this and tned to restore the necessary sense to Theaetetus’ inquiry by reading 
«i’ ye —Ti' vuvS^ jir erepov vnedov ; ‘ Whereas if — what was it you suggested 
just now as the alternative ? ’ The sense is better, if it could be got out of 
the words But (as Campbell noted) wrorlBeadai, though it can mean to 
put an explicit suggestion to a person, cannot mean to tmply something not 
stated at all, and the imperfect would be required 
The reading I propose {Class Hev xhv (1930), 114) means ‘ Whereas 
if—what was it (the ” whereas if ") that your supposition just now (" if on 
the one hand ") imphed (<iy) that you were going on to state ? ’ For ehety 
erit cf Soph , O T 74®* Aet^eis jiaAAov, ev efciTijjj eri 
The rather obscure form of the question is (like the rest of these concluding 
pages) in the manner of the Sophist , e g 217A, ti Se fiaXioTa km t 6 noZov ti irepl 
nvTtov SiaTTOpTjffels eneaOai SiEvo-ij^r , 226c, tA ttoiov avrtAv srApi ^ovXifdels SijAujeai 
Tapaielypara npob^is raCra Kara iravrioi' ypou , 
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Socrates argues Suppose I have a correct notion of Theaetetus. 
If my notion contams only traits he shares with all or some other 
men, then it is not a notion of him any more than of them, It 
must mclude his individual and peculiar characteristics Thus 
my notion of his individual ' differentness' is already mcluded m 
my notion of ]ust that person, and I am acquamted with that 
differentness in just the same way as I am with his common char- 
actenstics. It is absurd to tell me to add it to my notion of the 
person as a whole or to suppose that such an addition could con¬ 
vert a correct notion into some higher kind of cognition called 
' knowledge 

The instance of the sun recalls Anstotle’s argument that it is 
impossible to define an individual sensible substance ^ A definition 
must consist of words whose estabhshed meanings can all apply 
to other actual or possible mdividuals. Even if you take an 
eternal substance which is in fact unique, such as the sun or moon, 
it is still impossible to define it Some attributes of the sun (going 
round the earth, invisible at night) might be removed, and yet 
the sun would still be the sun Any description such as ‘ the 
bnghtest of the heavenly bodies ’ must consist of attnbutes that 
might belong to another subject There can, at any time, be only 
one body which is ' the brightest ’, but if a brighter body should 
appear m the heavens, the descnption would transfer itself to that 

There is no question here of the definition of species, which 
are definable precisely because no two species are conceptually 
identical, as any number of mdividuals may be The whole dis¬ 
cussion IS confined to the level of the theory ‘ dreamt ’ by Socrates, 
which contemplates only our acquamtance with individual sensible 
thmgs The pomt is that we cannot get ‘ knowledge supposed 
to be somehow supenor to mere behefs or notions, by adcing a 
logos in any of the senses considered These senses appear to 
exhaust the possible ways in which an ' account' can be given 
of an individual thmg (i) We may name it (express oiu: notion 
of it in speech), (2) we may enumerate the matenal parts of 
which it IS composed , or (3) we may pomt it out by a descnption 
which will serve to distmguish the thing we indicate from other 
things But none of these ' accounts ’ will yield any ‘ dearer ’ 
or more certain kmd of cognition than we started with. 

The Platonist will draw the necessary mference. True know¬ 
ledge has for its object things of a different order—not sensible 
things, but intelligible Forms and truths about them Such objects 
are necessarily unique , they do not become and perish or change 

' Metaph 2, 15 Aristotle took the example of the Sun from our passage 
and evidently understood Plato's meanmg correctly 
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m any respect. Hence we can know them and eternal truths 
about them. The Theaetetus leads to this old conclusion by demon¬ 
strating the failure of all attempts to extract knowledge from 
sensible objects. 

2IOB-D Epilogue. All these attempts to define knowledge have 
failed 

It only remains to point out that all these attempts have failed 
and no others are forthcommg. 

2I0B SocR Are we in labour, then, with any further child, my 
friend, or have we brought to birth all we have to say about 
knowledge ? 

Theaet Indeed we have , and for my part I have already, 
thanks to you, given utterance to more than I had m me 
SocR AU of which our midwife's skill pronounces to be 
mere wind-eggs and not worth the rearmg ? 

Theaet Undoubtedly. 

SocR. Then supposmg you should ever henceforth try to 
c. conceive afresh, Theaetetus, if you succeed, your embryo 
thoughts will be the better as a consequence of to-day's 
scrutmy ; and if you remam barren, you wdl be gentler and 
more agreeable to your companions, having the good sense 
not to fancy you know what you do not know For that, 
and no more, is all that my art can effect, nor have I 
any of that knowledge possessed by all the great and admir¬ 
able men of our own day or of the past. But this midwife's 
art is a gift from heaven, my mother had it for women, 
D. and I for young men of a generous spirit and for all m 
whom beauty dwells.^ 

Now I must go to the portico of the King Archon to meet 
the indictment which Meletus has drawn up against me 
But to-morrow morning, Theodorus, let us meet here again 

* KoAoi refers to beauty of mmd. such as Theaetetus has, rather than bodily 
beauty Cf 185E 
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2i6a-2i8d Introductory Conversation 

The introductory conversation announces the subject of the dis¬ 
cussion begun in this dialogue and continued in the Statesman 
How are the Sophist and the Statesman to be defined and dis¬ 
tinguished (if they are to be distmguished) from the Philosopher ? 
A second purpose is to descnbe the philosophic position of the 
Stranger from Elea, who here takes Socrates' place as leader of the 
conversation 

Theodorus, Socrates A Stranger from Elea. Theaetetus 
216. Theodorus. Here we are, Socrates, faithful to our appoint¬ 
ment of yesterday; and, what is more, we have brought a 
guest with us. Our fnend here is a native of Elea, he 
belongs to the school of Parmemdes and Zeno, and is 
devoted to philosophy. 

Socrates. Perhaps, Theodorus, it is no ordmary guest 
but some god that you have brought us unawares Homer * 
B. tells us that gods attend upon the gomgs of men of mercy 
and justice, and not least among them the God of Strangers 
comes to mark the orderly or lawless domgs of mankmd. 
Your companion may be one of those higher powers, who 
intends to observe and expose our weakness m philosophic 
discourse, hke a very spirit of refutation. 

Theod That IS not our friend’s way, Socrates, he is 
more reasonable than the devotees of verbal dispute. I 
should not call him a god by any means, but there is some- 
c. thing divme about him: I would say that of any philosopher. 
SocR. And nghtly, my fnend, but one might almost say 
that the type you mention is hardly easier to discern than 
the god. Such men—the genuine, not the sham philos¬ 
ophers—as they go from city to city surveying from a height 
the life beneath them, appear, owmg to the world's bhndness, 
to wear all sorts of shapes To some they seem of no 
account, to others above all worth , now they wear the gmse 
D of statesmen, now of sophists, and sometimes they may 
give the impression of simply being mad. But if our guest 

' Odyssey a , 270, and xvii, 483 
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2 i 6 d. will allow me, I should hke to ask him what his countr3Tnen 
217 thought and how they used these names 
Theod. What names ? 

SocR Sophist, Statesman, Philosopher 

Theod What is your question exactly > What sort of 

difficulty about these names have you in mind ? 

SocR This did they think of all these as a single type, 
or as two, or did they distinguish three types and attach 
one of the three correspondmg names to each ? 

Theod I imagine you are quite welcome to the in¬ 
formation Is not that so, sir ’ 

B Stranger Yes, Theodorus, perfectly welcome , and the 
answer is not difficult They thought of them as three 
different types; but it is not so short and easy a task to 
define each one of them clearly. 

Theod As luck would have it, Socrates, you have hit upon 
a subject closely aUied to one on which we were pressing 
him with questions before we came here He tried to put 
us off with the same excuse he has just made to you, though 
he admits he has been thoroughly instructed and has not 
forgotten what he heard 

c SocR Do not deny us, then, the first favour we ask Teh 
us this much ^ which do you commonly prefer—to dis¬ 
course at length by yourself on any matter you wish to 
make clear, or to use the method of asking questions, as 
Parmenides himself did on one occasion m developing some 
magnificent arguments in my presence, when I was young 
and he quite an elderly man ? ^ 

D Str When the other party to the conversation is tractable 
and gives no trouble, to address him is the easier course, 
otherwise, to speak by oneself. 

SocR Then you may choose any of the company you will, 
they wiU all follow you and respond amenably But if you 
take my advice, you will choose one of the younger men— 
Theaetetus here or any other you may prefer 
Str I feel some shyness, Socrates, at the notion that, at 
my first meeting with you and your fnends, mstead of 
exchanging our ideas in the give and take of ordmary 

^ It may be an accident that njv yc Trpd'rrjv aTrapvjjBels 

yt'vi), 1 TooovSe S’ TjpXv tjipa^t scans as iambic verse , but the last words do not 
perfectly fit what follows (for the information whether the Stranger prefers 
speaking at length or asking questions is not part of the favour asked, as 
Toooi'St suggests) Plato may be adapting a quotation from Tragedy Other¬ 
wise language and rhythm together seem shghtly too tragic for the occasion 
‘ For this reference to the Parmenides, see Introd , p I 
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217E. conversation, I should spin out a long discourse by myself 
or even address it to another, as if I were giving a display of 
eloquence ^ For indeed the question you have ]Ust raised 
is not so easy a matter as one might suppose, on hearing it 
so simply put, but it calls for a very long discussion On 
the other hand, to refuse you and your fnends a request, 
especially one put to me in such terms as you have used, 
strikes me as a breach of civility in a guest ^ That 
218 Theaetetus should be the other party to our conversation 
is a proposal which my earlier talk with him, as well as 
your recommendation, makes exceedingly welcome. 
Theaetetus. Then do as you say, su, you wiU, as So¬ 
crates said, be conferring a favour on us aU, 

Sth On that pomt, Theaetetus, no more need be said, 
the discussion from now onwards mu^t, it seems, be carried 
on with you. But if the long task should after all weigh 
heavy on you, your fnends here, not I, must bear the blame 
B. Theaet I do not feel at this moment as if I should sink 
under it, but should something of that sort happen, we will 
call in Socrates’ namesake here, who is of my own age and 
shares my pursmts. He is qmte used to working out most 
questions with me 

Str a good suggestion • that shall be for you to consider 
as our conversation goes forward What now concerns us 
both is our joint inquiry We had better, I think, begin 
by studymg the Sophist and try to bring his nature to light 
c. m a clear formula At present, you see, all that you and I 
possess m common is the name The thing to which each 
of us gives that name we may perhaps have pnvately before 
our minds ®, but it is always desirable to have reached an 

* Three alternative procedures are suggested (i) an unbroken monologue, 
such as the rhetorical Sophists preferred , (2) an exposition ' addressed to 
another % e cast in the form of questions, to which the respondent merely 
answers ' yes ' or ' no ' as required (mraxovetv), like the young Aristotle in the 
Parmenides , (3) a genuine conversation, to which the respondent makes a 
real contribution The Stranger's preference for the third marks that he 
understands ' dialectic ' as Plato understood it 

* Read aypoiKov, ‘ rude ', for aypwv, ' wild, savage, fierce which is too 
strong a word At Anstotle E N 1128a, 9, aypoixoi K» (Byw Burnet) 15 the 
true reading aypioi vulg At 11284, 2, aypoixos was lestored by Coraes 
for the MSS aypior Mr W D Ross has kindly supplied me with other 
instances of the confusion Euihyd 285A, 2, dypiuiT^pws BT aypoinoT^pais W 
Phaedrus 2680, 6, dypotxoif, Ei dypiots {aypoiKuis Osann) 

’ ipyov, ' thing ’ = iTpSyp.0, as at 221B and Theaei 177E (cf Apelt) I 
thmk the meaning is ' We may each have a pnvate view of the same iking 
which we both call by the same name, but we shall not be sure that we are 
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2i8c. agreement about the thing itself by means of exphcit state¬ 
ments, rather than be content to use the same word without 
formulating what it means It is not so easy to com¬ 
prehend this group we mtend to examine or to say what 
it means to be a sophist However, when some great task 
IS to be properly earned through, everyone has long 
since found it a good rule to take something compara- 
D. tively small and easy and practise on that, before 
attempting the big thing itself. That is the course I 
recommend for us now, Theaetetus. Judging the Sophist 
to be a very troublesome sort of creature to hunt down, let 
us first practise the method of trackmg him on some easier 
quarry—unless you have some readier means to suggest ? 
Theaet. No, I have none 

This mtroduction serves both for the Sophist and for the States¬ 
man, in which the same company continue the conversation, the 
young Socrates takmg Theaetetus’ place as respondent It is still 
debated whether or not Plato contemplated a third dialogue, the 
Philosopher Scholars have collected certain indications of such an 
intention ^ (i) At Soph 253E, after the description of Dialectic, 
the Stranger says . ‘ In some such region as this we shall find the 
philosopher now and hereafter, if we look for him.’ (2) That Plato 
did not thmk of this account of Dialectic as sufficiently descnbmg 
the philosopher seems to be imphed at the beginning of the States¬ 
man (257A-C), where Theodorus speaks as if the Sophist had accom¬ 
plished only one-third of the task and asks the Stranger whether 
he will now take the Statesman first or the Philosopher (3) Later 
(258A), Socrates, discussing who shall act as respondent m the States¬ 
man, remarks that Theaetetus has already served m the Theaetetus 
as Socrates’ respondent and in the Sophist as the Stranger’s, 
and suggests that the young Socrates should answer the Stranger 
m the Statesman (as he does), and ' myself on another occasion ’. 
If this other occasion was to be the Philosopher, the four dialogues 
would be tied together in a s5nnmetncal scheme 

Theaetetus Sophist Statesman Philosopher 

Questioner Socrates Stranger Stranger Socrates 

Respondent Theaetetus Theaetetus Young Socr. Young Socr 


meaning the same thing by that name until we have explicitly defined it,’ 
not that we may each have a different thing before our mmds In any case 
Ipyov means the thing, not a ‘ notion ’ of the thing, and Adyor means a state¬ 
ment m words (a defining formula), not a ' conception ’ 

* See Di&s, Parntinide (Pans, 1923), p xv 
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The alleged ‘ eclipse of Socrates ' by the Eleatic Stranger (of which 
cntics have made too much) would then be only temporary; he 
would reappear as leader in the Philosopher, It is hard to see why 
these expressions should be there at all, if the intention had never 
been m Plato’s mind 

Why the Philosopher was never written, we can only conjecture. 
The Statesman is concerned with the Philosopher in active life as 
the royal shepherd of mankind, the guardian who has come down 
from the vision of the Good to serve his fellow-men in the Cave as 
lawgiver. We might expect the picture to be completed by an 
account of the region of contemplation, his proper home, and of 
the nature of the reality he contemplates. This would be the place 
for that final account of the relation of reality to appearance which 
is called for in the Parmenides and again m the Sophist, but is not 
given in any of these dialogues. The Philosopher, if it could have 
been written, might have gathered up these loose ends in that 
doctrine which Plato adumbrated m the Lecture on the Good, but 
never published m wntmg. But, as we know from his Seventh 
Letter, Plato’s final decision was that the ultimate truth could never 
be set down on paper, and ought not to be, even if it could. 

In what appears on the surface to be a graceful exchange of com¬ 
pliments Plato has contnved to define precisely the philosophic 
standpomt of the Stranger from Elea On heanng that he is ' of 
the school of Parmenides and Zeno ’, Socrates at once fears he may 
be an exponent of that verbal disputation (‘ Enstic') which dis¬ 
regards truth and aims solely at refuting an opponent. This type 
of Sophistry, analysed below (224E if.), was associated with the 
Meganan school, which, though founded by the Socratic Euchdes, 
took its main doctnne from the Eleatics. Zeno had supplied Enstic 
sophistry with one of its methods—the reductio ad absurdum, which 
refutes an opponent’s thesis by asserting that it involves a dilemma, 
either horn of which leads to a contradiction. The description of 
the Stranger makes clear that he does not stand for this negative 
and destructive element m the Eleatic tradition The reader is not 
to expect an exhibition of Zenonian dialectic, such as we had in the 
Parmenides. An open reference to the conversation in that dialogue 
emphasises the contrast between Eleatic methods of argument and 
the genume dialectic of Socrates and Plato, already illustrated by 
the Theaetetus 

The Stranger, then, is not, as Socrates feared, a ' very spint of 
refutation ’, but a genume philosopher, and the philosopher is 
the ' divine ’ or inspired man who looks down from above on human 
life and is taken by the world for a madman. These traits recall 
the Phaedrus (249) and the Theaetetus (173E). AH this means that 
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the Stranger stands for the genuinely philosophic element in the 
Parmenidean tradition. He understands dialectic as the co-opera¬ 
tive search for truth, and, once the conversation is started, his 
manner is distmgmshed by no individual trait from that of the 
Platonic Socrates. He is an abstract figure, a representative of 
Parmenides, because Parmemdes had set the problem that is to be 
attacked • How can what appears, but is not real, exist at all ? 
Since he holds a theory of Forms which no one hesitates to ascribe 
to Plato himself, it seems as if Plato claimed to be the true heir of 
Parmenides.^ 

The purpose of the dialogue is to define ‘ the Sophist ’ Here, 
at the threshold, we cross the boundary between the sensible world, 
to which the Theaetetus was confined, and the world of Forms. We 
are to define by a formula {logos) an object of which both inter¬ 
locutors have a notion before their minds. The object or ' thing ’ 
is no longer an individual concrete thing. The last conclusion of 
the Theaetetus was that the addition of a logos of such a thing to 
a true notion of it could not yield knowledge ' The Sophist ’ is 
not an individual, but a species, and the addition of a logos in a 
new sense—a definition by genus and specific differences—can lead 
to knowledge of the nature of a species 

3i8d-22IC. Illustrative Division, defining the Angler 

The Stranger now proceeds to illustrate by a tnvial example the 
method to be used in defining the Sophist. The species is to be 
defined by systematically dividmg the genus that is taken to mclude 
it The method was new to Plato’s pubhc ; but the modem reader, 
famihar with classifications all ultimately derived from the model 
here set up, might be weaned by a translation. I shall, therefore, 
give only a summary of the illustrative Division defining the Angler, 
and of the six foUowmg Divisions definmg the Sophist under vanous 
aspects Somethmg must also be said about the method itself, 
which Plato evidently regarded as a very valuable engine of dialectic. 

Although the classification of the Angler is the first long and formal 
Division in Plato, no prehmmary account of the method is given 
and no rules are laid down The only earher descnption of 
the method {Phaedrus 265D) tells us that a Division should be 
preceded by a Collection [awaycoyi]) or survey of the ‘ widely 
scattered’ terms (species) which are to be brought under a 
single (generic) Form The object of such a review is to divine 
the genenc Form which is to stand at the head of the subsequent 
Division. As we shall see (p 186), all hope of a correct definition 
depends on the right choice of the genus Plere, however, there is 
* As Prof. Taylor remarks, Plato (1926), 375 
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no systematic Collection. Plato prefers to mtroduce the method 
by givmg an illustrative Division, reserving what needs to be said 
about males of procedure to be added later, chiefly in the Statesman. 

Angling bemg obviously a species of Hunting, it would be natural 
to begm with Huntmg as the genus to be divided But the Stranger 
starts farther back with the genus' Art ’. The earlier stages, before 
Huntmg is reached, provide startmg-points for the first five attempts 
to define the Sophist, as appears from the following table: 


Art 



Sophist as Sophist as Sophist as | Sophist as 

II merchant, I hired hunter V. Enstio VI Cathartic VII maker of 

III retail dealer, of nch Method of false conceit of 

IV manufacturer young men Socrates wisdom 

and sales¬ 
man, of information 

The classification of Arts is not meant to be systematic or com¬ 
plete the ' Separative ’ class {diangiriw^) is added later (226 b), 
not mentioned here The Acqmsitive class includes ' leammg and 
knowing' with money-makmg, contention, and huntmg ■ all these 
are arts ' which produce nothing, but merely get hold of things 
that already exist and prevent others from getting hold of them ' 
(219c). Nothing more wiU be heard of ‘ leammg and knowing ’ 
till the first Division of the Statesman (258E) which opens with 
‘ knowledge divided into ‘ theoretical ’ and ' practical'—a con¬ 
trast relevant to the distinction between the Philosopher and the 
practical Statesman 

The method of Division may be used for two distinct objects. 
(i) the classification of all the species faUing under a genus m a 
complete table, or (3) the definition of a smgle species only Plato 
seems to contemplate sometimes one purpose, sometimes the other, 
though the rules to be observed will be somewhat different. A 
complete classification may exhibit more than two subordinate 
classes on the same level, and if these are to be subdivided, they must 
be described m positive terms. In biology, for instance, animals 
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must not be classified as ‘ vertebrate ’ and ‘ invertebrateTo 
lump together whole genera and families as ‘ mvertebrate ’ tells us 
nothing of positive importance about their structure ; and ‘ mverte- 
brateness ’ is not a character that can be subdivided. But if our 
object is to define a smgle species of vertebrate animal, we can cut 
out all invertebrates at a blow and subdivide only the vertebrate. 
The illustrative division here is of this kind. It proceeds through 
two sets of stages Angling is catching (a) a certain kind of prey 
(6) by a certain method, (a) The division of the prey. 



would be absurd m a classification there is no provision for birds 
which hve and are caught in the air Only the second set of stages 
—the division of methods (nettmg or striking. by a fish-spear or 
by hook and line) makes any pretence to a complete classification. 
Also the shift of pnnciple from prey to method would vitiate the 
scheme as a classification of hunting • land animals and birds 
may equally weU be netted or struck Considerations of this sort 
are pomted out in the Statesman The upshot here is a definition 
of the species Anghng m terms of the genus ' Art' and all the 
specific differences (as they were later called), formally enumerated 
at 22IB 


The Seven Divisions defining the Sophist 
The Stranger next (221c) sets out ‘ to discover the nature of the 
Sophist on the pattern of this illustration ’ Six Divisions follow 
immediately and are summansed at 23 IC-e The results are then 
criticised The seventh and final Division is preceded by a dis¬ 
cussion leading to the choice of a new genus, the image-making 
branch of Productive (as distinct from Acquisitive) art. It is 
interrupted by the long discussions justifymg the assumption that 
there can be such a thmg as an unreal ‘ image ' • the whole problem 
of appearance and falsity is involved. At the end of the dialogue 
{264B) this Division IS contmued and yields the final definition of 
the Sophist 

This procedure suggests the questions Why are we given seven 
definitions Is one of them meant to be right, the rest wrong ? 
Who IS the Sophist ? What class, or classes, of persons are defined ? 
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Some have held that all the Divisions define one dass of historical 
persons from different approaches, and even that all the definitions 
are ' adequate A fatal objection to this view is that there never 
existed any dass of persons who could be characterised by the sixth 
defimtion as well as by the first five and the seventh. The Cathartic 
art of the sixth Division was practised by Socrates alone Its 
purpose IS to purge the soul of the false conceit of wisdom This 
flatly contradicts the final definition of the Sophist as the creator 
of a false appearance of wisdom, and the Stranger hunself says 
that he is afraid to call the practitioners of the Cathartic art 
Sophists • they only resemble the Sophist as the dog resembles the 
wolf (23IA). 

Plato was not primarily concerned to descnbe the character of 
any dass of persons with historical accuracy. What interested 
him was the spirit of Sophistry, which might be incarnate in many 
persons or groups with a variety of superficial characteristics. 
The view I shall recommend is briefly this Divisions I and II-IV 
characterise, superficially and with a considerable element of satire, 
the rhetoncal sophists and lecturers on advanced subjects of the 
type represented in the fifth century by Protagoras, Gorgias, and 
Hippias They are ‘ hired hunters of nch young men or ' sales¬ 
men ’ of alleged wisdom and of the arts of succeeding in hfe. 
Division V starts from a different genus, the art of Contention, 
and defines the Eristic—the man who disputes for victory, not 
for truth. This class had its professional representatives in men 
like Euthydemus and his brother, but Eristic was also a feature 
of the dialectic of the Eleatic school and of the Meganans. Division 
VI does not define any type of Sophist, but gives a senous and 
even eloquent analysis of the punfymg elenchus as practised by 
Socrates himself. Division VII is the only one that goes to the 
heart of the matter and starts from the right genus It defines, 
not any particular class of persons, but a whole tendency of thought, 
the essence of Sophistry. It is based on the metaphysical distmc- 
tion of appearance from reahty Sophistry is the false counterfeit 
of philosophy and of statesmanship and has its being in the world 
of eidola that is neither real nor totally unreal. The claim of 
that world to yield knowledge has been rejected in the Theaetetus. 
The Sophtst will raise the question, what sort of existence it can 
have. 

221C-223B. Division I The Sophist as Hunter. 

Division I starts, with no exphcit justification, from the Angler's 
genus, Hunting, and begins by distinguishing the Sophist’s prey— 
the tame animal, man. The significant part is the further sub- 
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division according to method What follows is an analysis of that 
rhetorical Sophistry which had been attacked m the Gorgias and the 
Phaedrus (i) Man-hunting may be violent (piracy, slave-hunting, 
tyranny, and warfare m general) or persuasive {mdavovQypc^) mclud- 
ing forensic and political oratory and displays of rhetoric in 
private company. The Gorgias had defined Rhetonc as ‘ the pro¬ 
ducer of persuasion and the violent methods here contrasted with 
it recall Polus' ideahsation of the tyrant and of the political orator, 
as men who can do what they like, and also Socrates’ description 
of CaUicles’ ideal of unlimited egoism as the life of a robber and 
an outlaw. (2) The next division—pubhc or private (tdioOjjgeuTtxij) 
—separates the rhetorical displays of the Sophist to a pnvate 
audience from the pubhc oratory of the politician and the lawyer. 
(3) Then the taking of fees (jiiadaQvrjtix't]) is introduced The 
Sophist demands a wage, m contrast with the false lover who, 
as described m the Phaedrus, offers bribes to his prey to induce 
him to yield. (4) Finally, the Sophist professes to seek the com¬ 
pany of his victims ‘ for the sake of goodness ' as the exponent 
of a ' spurious education ’ (do^oriaidevriHij) He is contrasted with 
the parasite, whose bait is pleasure. This echoes the elaborate 
parallel drawn in the Gorgias between the rhetoncian and the 
parasite The profession to teach ‘ virtue ’, or the successful 
conduct of pubhc and private life, was charactenstic of Protagoras, 
The genus chosen for this Division throws an initial emphasis on 
rhetoric, rather to the exclusion of sophists hke Hippias, who 
mamly taught advanced subjects to youths who had left their 
elementary school But type finds a place in the next Divisions 

223C-224E. Divisions II-IV. The Sophist as Salesman 
In Divisions II-IV, the takmg of money, a inmor feature m 
Division I, comes to the front in the genus, ' acquisition by ex¬ 
change ’, the alternative to ' huntmg'. (i) The distmction of 
selling (dyogaoTtx^) from givmg presents characterises the Sophist 
as fundamentally a salesman (2) The difference of methods— 
the manufacturer selling his own produce {avtoncohnri), the local 
retail dealer {xcuirjXixifi, the merchant who goes from city to city 
(ifjJtOQin ^^)—though it leads to three definitions, is of less importance 
than the description of the wares (3) The Sophist trades in com¬ 
modities that are to nourish the soul \ipv%simoQiKi^), not the body 
He IS grouped at first with the artists—the pamter, the musician, 
the puppet-showman (who in the Laws, 65 8 b, is classed with the 
dramatist and the reciter) The Sophist’s wares are knowledge 
{fj,adrjfxaro 7 c 0 hxij), and m particular the knowledge of ' goodness ’ 
(arete) All this has a close parallel in the introductory conversa- 
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tion of the Protagoras (313), where Socrates warns the young 
Hippocrates against entrusting the care of his soul to ‘ a merchant 
or retail dealer in those commodities whereby the soul is nourished 

These Divisions repeat many of the traits which occurred in 
Division I, only m a different order, throwing mto rehef the taking 
of money for teachmg ' goodnesswhich in Division I holds a 
subordinate place. There is no objection to a teacher being paid 
for impartmg a store of knowledge or information which can be 
transferred to another person. The other receives something he 
desires to possess and gets value for his money ^ Much of the 
Sophists’ teaching was of this kmd. What Socrates and Plato 
denounce is the taking of fees for teaching ' goodness Goodness, 
although according to Socrates it consists m a certain kind of 
' knowledge is not a thing that anyone can teach , not a stock 
of mformation that can be transferred * from one man to another 
Moreover, the men who professed to sell ‘ goodness ’ did not possess 
it themselves or even know what it was To offer for sale what 
you do not possess, and, if you did possess it, could not transfer, 
is fraudulent The professor of ‘ goodness ’ demanding a fee 
excited m Plato the same sort of disgust as would be felt by a 
man who should summon a pnest to give him spiritual consolation 
and then receive from the physician of souls a bill charging hun 
five shillings for each visit. 

Divisions I-IV may, then, be taken as analysing the practice 
of the great fifth-century Sophists, considered as rhetoricians and 
paid teachers of ‘ goodness ’. The treatment is satirical and 
superficial, we have not yet found the essence of Sophistry. 

224E-226A. Division V Eristic 

The next Division, definmg Eristic, is, hke its predecessors, 
ultimately derived from the Acquisitive (as opposed to the Pro¬ 
ductive) class of Art; but it follows a different branch The 
fundamental character of this t)ipe is not ‘ huntmg ’ or ‘ selling ' 
but ' contention' {dycovuxTixrj). The takmg of fees comes m only 
at the end, to mark off the Enstic who is a professional Sophist 
from others who are not 

First, fighting (fmxrjrixij) is distmgmshed from fnendly competi- 

* Gorgias, 520 It is no disgrace to the teacher of any ordinary art to 
stipulate for a fee. The trainer only teaches you to run fast, not to be honest 
But the sophist professes to make you virtuous , and if he succeeds, he will 
have made you honest and there will be no need of a previous contract for 
payment. 

‘Memo g3B, rropaSoToi’)cai wapoAijjrTPv nAAw wap’iAAou Euthyd 27311, 287A, 
dpfT^v irapaSovvai Prolag 319E, Pericles could not iropaSfSovoi aperjv to his 
sons See above, p 135 
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tion ; then fighting in the form of verbal disputation {i/MpiPrjrrjrix^) 
from the violence of physical warfare. The disputation of forensic 
oratory, earned on in ' long speeches in public about rights and 
wrongs is marked ofi from pnvate disputation ' m the sm^ll 
change of question and answer ’ (dvTtAoyixi}).^ Finally, there are 
the ‘ random and artless ’ disputes of ordinary hfe , but if disputa¬ 
tion IS conducted by rules of art we call it Ensttc 

In the final summary of all the first six Divisions (231E), this 
type will be simply called the Enstic , but here (225D) a further 
subdivision is added. The Enstic Sophist (like Euthydemus) is 
distmgmshed from other Enstics by takmg fees and called a ‘ money¬ 
maker ‘ {xQrjiMXtaxMoi). But there are other Enstics who ‘ waste 
their money ’ (xQTjiJiaxo<pdoQixo[). Their sort of disputation ' which 
makes one neglect one’s own affairs for the pleasure of spending 
time m that way, but is earned on in a style that gives no pleasure 
to the ordinary hearer, can only be called a sort of babbling ’ 
{adoXEax^iedv). Who are these ‘ babblers ’ ? I cannot agree with 
Campbell that Socrates is meant, though he did neglect his affairs 
and become poor m pursuit of his mission; nor with Dies that 
the babbler is the true dialectician. This would make the true 
philosopher a species of Enstic, argmng for fame or victory It 
IS true that the term ' babbling' was apphed to philosophy by its 
enemies and in particular to Socratic conversation.* Plato himself 
adopts it as a left-handed compliment, together with /icrsw^oAdyof, 
the term of reproach for Ionian science.® This suggests that the 
babblers here, who do not take fees, must be some followers of 
Socrates who could also be described as Enstics. There can be 
httle doubt that the Meganans are meant, as Susemihl suggested *■ 

‘ This contrast recalls Rep 499A. Many are sceptical about the value of 
the true philosopher, never having seen one or heard' noble and free discourse ' 
aiming only at liuth They have only listened to displays of enstic cleverness, 
whose sole object is reputation and stnfe, whether m lawsuits (forensic 
oratory) or in pnvate company (enstic sophistry) 

* Eupolis 352 ' SwKparqv, tov irrooxoi’dSoWcr^iji' Anstophanes, Clouds 1485 
Ti)v oIkIov Tuiy aSoMaxdiy 

• Phaedo 70c, Socrates • ' No one can say I aSoMax<o m discussmg death 
at this moment ’ Theaet 195B, Socrates calls himself di^p dSoAfcCTf Phaedrus 
270A, All great arts require aSoXeaxla and nerewpoXoyla Statesman 270A, 
Rep 488c 

‘ Diog L 11, 106 Euclides (of Megara) applied himself to the wntmgs 
of Parmenides, and his followers were called Meganans, then Enshes, and 
later Dialecticians, because they put their arguments in the form of question 
and answer Timon (frag 28D, D L xi, 107) . ‘ I care not for these babblers 
{pXeBoviuv) nor for Euclides the wrangler {epiSdmeai), who inspired the 
Meganans with a frenzy of controversy (epwpoC) ' A comic fragment 
(D L 11, 107) calls the Megarian Eubuhdes d ipiannos , Diogenes says he 
kept up a controversy with Anstotle D L 11, 30 Socrates ‘ seemg Euchdes 
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They were also followers of the Eleatic School, and at Phaedrus 
261c disputation (ivcdoyacrj) includes, together with pohtical and 
forensic oratory, the dialectical arguments of Zeno} ‘ the Eleatic 
Palamedes ’—his art of ‘ making the same things appear to his 
hearers both hke and unhke, one and many, at rest and moving 
The whole is condemned as an art of deception 

The main contrast in Plato’s mmd is between Dialectic, the true 
art of philosophic conversation, and the technique of verbal dispute 
for victory which had been derived by the Meganans from the 
controversial methods of Zeno. This had enough resemblance to 
the Socratic elenchus for the two to be dehberately confused by 
Isocrates, who, as the champion of Gorgias’ tradition of rhetorical 
sophistry, persistently brackets the Socratics m general with the 
‘ devotees of verbal disputation ’ * It may be for this reason that 
the Enstic strain in philosophical schools—the Eleatic and the 
Meganan—stands here in close contrast with the Cathartic pro¬ 
cedure of Socrates himself. 

226A-231B. Division VI Cathartic Method of Socrates 

In the sixth Division satire is dropped The tone is serious and 
sympathetic, towards the close it becomes eloquent The type 
defined is ‘ the purifier of the soul from conceits that stand in the 
way of knowledge’ (231E)—a description which (as Jackson and 
others have seen) apphes to Socrates and to no one else. 

This Division, unlike the others, is preceded by a Collection 
From a survey of various domestic operations—filtermg, sifting, 
wmnowmg, and the combmg and dividing of the warp m weaving— 
we collect the notion of an art of Separating (dtaxp irtx?)) The 
effect IS to dissociate this Division completely from the earher 
ones, which were aU derived from the art of Acquisition The 
forms of Sophistry they defined were fundamentEilly arts of gam, 
acqmnng influence over rich young men, or money by selhng 
knowledge, or victory m argument instead of truth All such 

keenly interested in enstic arguments, said • " You will be able to get on 
with sophists, but not with men ", for he thought such hair-splittmg useless, 
as Plato shows in the Euthydemus ' 

* Von Amim (Platos Jugenddtaloge (1914), 193) thinks that not Zeno, but 
a contemporary Megarian is here meant; but I agree with Taylor, Plato 
(1926), 311, and others At Parm 1350 Parmenides himself describes the 
display of Eleatic dialectic that is to follow as ' what the world calls useless 
babbling' 

• 01 vepl Tas cpiSas tanouSaKOTes —the phrase which Theodoras has said (aids) 
does noi apply to the Eleatic Stranger—is taken from Isocrates (Kara 00^ 1, 
291B) , Helena I and 6 (after references to Antisthenes and Plato) , Anltd 258 
(aimed at Plato), 
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motives are ruled out by gomg back to a distinct branch of art, 
not recognised at all where Art was at first divided into Acquisitive 
and Productive. The Separative arts are not productive either. 
Their fimction is negative. 

The arts collected in this survey are mtroduced abruptly with 
no liint of their relevance The normal Collection takes mto con¬ 
sideration the term proposed for definition together with others 
which can plausibly be thought to resemble it. The object is to 
discern some common property with a claim to be the most im¬ 
portant or essential and so to stand as the genus to be divided. 
Here Sophistry is not included, and the reader is left entirely 
without a clue to the connection between Sophistry and these 
homely operations. There is no sort of promise that by dividing 
the generic notion of Separation we shall ever arrive at a definition 
of the Sophist. Nor can the reader guess that what we shall, m 
fact, define is not Sophistry but the Socratic elenchus. 

The art of Separatmg (d£a«gm«}j) is now divided. Things 
separated may be alike; but we are concerned with purification 
{mGag/juis) which expels what is worse and retams what is better. 
One kind of purification is the physical cleansmg of lifeless thmgs 
and of the living body, ‘ including those mtemal separations and 
purgations effected by gymnastic and medicine ’ The other kmd 
is the purification which ‘ removes evil from the soul' {&(paiQeais 
xaxiaq 2271)) (It should be noted that Purification is a 

negative notion—the riddance of evU.^ Medicme and gymnastic 
are not regarded positively as creating health and strength, but 
classed with washing. They will presently be described more 
definitely under their negative aspect—^medicine as the riddance 
of disease, gymnastic as the riddance of uglmess. Sunilarly purifi¬ 
cation of the soul IS not the production of goodness but the' removal 
of evil ’.) * 

At the next step an analogy is drawn between two kmds of 
bodily, and two kmds of mental, purification . 

Punfication 


out of the body out of the soul 


of disease of ugliness of wickedness of ignorance 

(Medicme) (Gymnastic) (Chastisement) (Instruction) 

' The passive substantive KaBapfka (offscounng, outcast) means the impunty 
removed, not the thing punhed 

* Hence Apelt's assertion (note on 2260) that SiawpiriKij is to be subordmated 
to TTonjrtKiJ irex^Ti) must be rejected 
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Disease is regarded, not m the usual way as lack of balance that 
needs to be redressed, but as faction, sedition, or civil warfare 
(orOff 15) among thmgs naturally ‘ akm This is for the sake of 
its counterpart, ‘ wickedness' {novriQia) in the soul, where there 
is ' mutual dissension everywhere—^judgments at variance with 
desires, courage with pleasures, reflection with pams The 
description of wickedness recalls passages m the Republic where 
the conflict between the three parts of the soul is compared to 
pohtical strife Thus at 440B the ' spinted ’ part takes the side 
of reason against desire ' in the faction-fight of the soul' This 
is Platomc, rather than Socratic Vice is not here identified with 
Ignorance (as by Socrates), but distingmshed from it. The counter¬ 
part of medicme as the remedy for bodily disease is ‘ the justice 
that chastises ’ ^ vice. Chastisement (xoAaorwjJ) is mtroduced for 
the sake of its negative meanmg The Gorgias had used the same 
analogy between the doctor and the judge who chastises the wrong¬ 
doer to ‘ nd ’ him of his vice.® 

Gymnastic is the parallel remedy for physical ugliness, the 
deformity due to lack of proportion. This is, somewhat strangely, 
treated as analogous to a lack of proportion or co-ordmation between 
impulses m the soul, causmg them to miss their mark Ignorance 
{dyvom) is the swerving aside of the soul’s impulse towards truth, 
and (as Socrates had taught) is always ‘ mvoluntary ’—agamst the 
true wish for the nght end. The remedy for ignorance m all its 
many forms is Instruction {didamahu^). 

Instruction is next divided. Settmg aside technical mstruction 
(whic^ IS obviously positive), we take, as the other branch, moral 
education (natdela), conceived negatively as the dehverance of the 
soul from that conceit of wisdom which renders it unable to under¬ 
stand {afiadla).^ (This education is directly contrary to the 
' spunous education ’ offered by the Sophists m the earher Divisions, 
which resulted precisely m producmg the conceit of wisdom). 
Next the method of rebuke and admomtion practised by parents 

^ 1} KoXaiTTiKii SIkt) (2 29a) 13 the manuscnpt reading The epithet is 
intended to distinguish justice as chastisement from the more common view 
of it as the vengeance of the community (In the next sentence t <5 yoSv eUis 
(l)s flvtiv difiers only in emphasis from <us yoBv t 4 iIkos tlirtiv Ci lus fftwo/nui 
) 

* Gorg 47 ®-^! SiK<uo<nii>j] rail xpci/Kvot KoXd^ovmv o( opfftSs (t e ' m the true 
sense *) icoAd^ovrcf 

• 'AfiaSia IS not Ignorance in the sense of a blank absence of knowledge, 
to be cured by imparting information It is due to the positive presence 
of the false belief that you already know or understand It was Socrates’ 
discovery that true moral education must begm with casting out popular 
behefs about nght and wrong, denved from parents and teachers 
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is contrasted with the method of those who have ‘ convinced them¬ 
selves upon reflection that all inability to understand is involuntary' 
and that ‘ admonition yields little result for much pams ‘ They 
press a person with questions about some matter on which he 
fancies he has something valuable to say, when really he is talking 
nonsense. Then, when such persons begm to waver, they readily 
hold a muster of their opmions, collect them in argument and 
confront them with one another, and thereby show that they are 
m contradiction on the same subjects, at the same moment, from 
the same point of view When the others see this, they are vexed 
with themselves, and become gentler towards others, so by this 
means they are dehvered from their lofty and obstinate conceit 
of themselves—of all dehverances the most pleasant to witness 
and of the most lasting benefit to the patient. Their purifiers are 
of the same mind as those physicians who hold that the body can 
get no benefit from the food it takes ilntil all mward obstructions 
are removed. These others have observed that the same is true 
of the soul, which will not profit by the instruction it receives until 
cross-examination has reduced the man to a modest frame of mind, 
and has cleared away the conceits that obstruct learning and so 
purged him and convinced him that he knows only what he does 
know and nothmg more ’ This examination {eknchus) is ' the 
highest and most sovran method of purification All this passage 
IS in the tone and manner of the Republic, It describes the method 
of Socrates, who declares in the Apology that the life not subject to 
examination is not worth living 
But are these purifiers of the soul ' Sophists ’ ? 

230E. Stranger (continues) Well, what name shall we give to 
the practitioners of this art ? For my part I shrink from 
331 calling them Sophists 
Theaet. Why so ’ 

Str. For fear of ascnbmg to them too high a function.® 
Theaet And yet your description has some resemblance 
to that type (the Sophist) 

Str So has the dog to the wolf—the fiercest of animals to 
the tamest. But a cautious man should above all be on 
his guard against resemblances; they are a very slippery 
sort of thmg However, be it so (t e let them pass for 
Sophists), for should they ever set up an adequate defence 
> 230B-D The language here closely resembles the description of the 
effect of Socrates’ art on Theaetetus, Theaet 210c (p 163) Cf Pint Plat 
Qu 999F 

* AS Jackson and others have seen,' them ’ can only mean the practitioners 
(not the sophists) This echoes Socrates’ habit of disclaiming any title that 
implies the possession of wisdom , he is only a' lover of wisdom ’, a philosopher 
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231B of their confines, the boundary in dispute will be of no 
small importance. 

Theaet. That is likely enough. 

Sir. Let us take it, then, that under the art of Separation 
there is a method of Purification, that we have distmguished 
that kind of purificatiMi which is concerned with the Soul; 
and under that. Instruction, and under that again. Educa¬ 
tion, Within the eirt of education, the Exammation which 
confutes the vain conceit of wisdom we wiU allow to pass, 
in the argument which has now come in by a side wind,* 
by no other name than the Sophistry that is of noble Imeage 
ydvei yewala aofiarixij) 

It is hard to see why this analysis of Socrates’ Cathartic method 
should stand here as the last of these preliminary attempts to define 
the Sophist. The whole argument has admittedly ' come m by a 
side wmd ’ From the outset the Division has no link or point of 
contact with first five or with the seventh ; it starts from an entirely 
new genus—a point that may be emphasised by the final phrase, 

' the Sophistry that is of noble lineage ’ (ydvst) * The fundamental 
aim of the Cathartic method is the precise opposite of the production 
of the false conceit of wisdom, characteristic of the Sophist m 
the earher Divisions and m the seventh, which is taken as final 

Where the Stranger says he would shnnk from calhng the punfier 
of the soul a Sophist, Theaetetus remarks that they have a certam 
resemblance. It is true that the negative elenchus of Socrates, 
pressing the respondent with questions, reviewing his behefs and 
confutmg them by exposmg their contradictions, did superficially 
resemble the controversy practised by Euthydemus, the Eleatics, 
and the Megarians ‘ in the pnvate exchange of question and answer ’ 
(225B) —a style of' babbling ' which ‘ most hearers do not find agree¬ 
able to hsten to whereas the Socratic deliverance of men ‘ from a 
lofty and stubborn conceit of themselves ’ was ‘ of all deliverances 
the most agreeable to hsten to'. * Isocrates persistently encouraged 

* ^ vOv Myifi vapa^avivTi Uapa^alvtaScu 13 used at Theaet. 199c of a 
difficulty that shows itself m a fresh quarter, where we were not looking 
The construction with XtyiaBm is awkward Perhaps we should read vapaifiaviv 
Ti •' And (as a part) of education, the examination which confutes the vam 
conceit of wisdom—a thmg that has come by a side wmd mto our present 
argument—^we will allow to pass,' etc 

* There is no trace m the text of the Imk with Enstic suggested by Campbell 
(Introd , p h) • ' Controversy is, or should be, an art of separating the false 
from the true, of determmmg what propositions are not tenable ' 

* 22511, TT€fA SI rrjv rois ttoAAow twv oKOuSiTaiv ou fitd* axovBfitvov (of 

Enstic) in designed contrast with 230c, irturiSv airaXXaytav dieodeif rt ^Stemjv. 
Plato may (with some modems) have understood aio-A^ox>)sas ■= dTiSoXdaxijs 
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the popular conftfsion of Socratic conversation with verbal dispute 
for victory. As Socrates remarked at the outset (aibn), the genuine 
philosopher sometimes seems to wear the guise of the Sophist 
Here, moreover, Plato has been careful to analyse only the negative 
side of Socrates' practice—the side on which the resemblance 
lies. 

But the resemblance, as the Stranger says, is as misleading as 
that of the dog to the wolf In the Republic (375A and e fi), the 
dog IS the symbol of the Guardian of society. The watch-dog of 
generous breed is gentle to those whom he knows, and this friendli¬ 
ness to what is known is taken to be a genuinely ‘ philosophic ’ 
trait.^ The wolf is the typical enemy of society. The sophist 
Thrasymachus breaks in upon the conversation with a wolf’s 
ferocity * The tyrant is like the man who has tasted human 
flesh and turned into a wolf ® The sensual passion of the false 
lover in the Phaedms is the passion of the wolf for the lamb , his 
kmship with the Sophist as a man-hunter was remarked in the 
first Division.* The upshot is that the purifier of the soul is not 
a Sophist m the sense of this dialogue • The whole Division has no 
point of contact with any of the others 

Why then does it stand here ? Perhaps it can be explained as 
a feature m the whole design of these dialogues, which remams 
obscure because never completed. Another element m the pattern 
is added in the Statesman where the' art of Combining ’ {avyugitix'^) 
is contrasted with the ‘ art of Separating ’ (dtuxptTtxij). The 
Statesman opens with a long Division defining the art of shepherd¬ 
ing mankmd To illustrate its defects, an exemplary Division, to 
define weaving, reviews and classifies a number of household opera¬ 
tions, indudmg the use of comb and rod mentioned in the Collection 
of the Separative arts at Soph 226B. Separation and Combmation 
(from w^ch Weavmg is denved) are descnbed as ‘ two great arts 
of universal apphcation ’ (282B) Just as in the Sophist Huntmg, 
the genus of the Angler, turns out to be relevant to the first defimtion 
of the Sophist, so in the Statesman Weaving s3mibolises the art of 
the Statesman, whose function is to combme m harmony the 
vanous elements of society. It is perhaps to prepare the way for 
this conception of statesmanship that Plato m our passage regards 

1 In the Stranger’s speech the phrases TroietoSoi riiv ifivXaidjv and ^vXdrrutmv 
suggest that the Guardian is in Plato’s thoughts 

* Rep 336D, Kai fioi SoKw, el u'/i vpdrfpos iuipaKi) avroy ^ eKeivos Ipi, apaivos S.v 
yevdciSai 

’ Rep 565D Cf Glotz, Sohdanii de lajamtjle (1904), p 23 Phaedo 82A, 
the tyrant Md the robber are reincarnated as wolves or birds of prey 

* Phaedrus 241D, us XJieoidfiv'dyawdiir'.eisvatSa i^iXoOotv epacrral Soph 2221) 
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vice, not as ignorance, but as a political sedition in the soul, to be 
remedied by ‘ the justice that chastens ’, the analogue of medical 
purgation of disease. So in the Statesman (308E) the Royal Art 
‘ casts out by death or exile and chastens with the severest dis¬ 
franchisement ’ those natures which cannot take a place in the 
pattern of the community. 

The parallel elaborately drawn in the Statesman between the 
combinmg operations of weaving and statesmanship has its counter¬ 
part elsewhere 1 in an analqgy between the separatmg operations of 
weaving and dialectic The suggestion is bemg discussed, that there 
may be a ' right' way of nammg thmgs in words whose form will 
somehow express their natures. The name, like the weaver’s rod 
(xee«/c), is a tool. The use of the rod is to separate {duatqlveiv) 
the web or the warp. A name has two uses: to convey information 
and to distinguish (separate, dianglveiv) the natures of things 
The rod is made by the carpenter under the directions of the weaver, 
who understands its use. So the skilled name-maker fashions names 
for the use of the dialectician (philosopher), who, it is imphed, has 
the abihty to distmguish those natures which are the meamngs of 
names. It is no accident that the operations of weaving should 
thus be used m analogy with dialectic m the Cratyhis and with 
statesmanship in the Statesman. 

Plato may have mtended to denve the dialectical method of 
Division more openly than he has done from that branch of Separa¬ 
tion which distmgmshes thmgs that are ‘ alike ’ (226D, m contrast 
with the branch separatmg the worse from the better, leadmg to 
Cathartic). Dialectic is ‘ to divide accordmg to kinds not mis- 
takmg one Form for another, or ‘ to separate by kmds ’ [dianqlveiv 
xaxa yhoq, 233DE) It discovers differences separating things that 
are ‘ alike' in being of the same genus The task of philosophy is 
regarded in the Sophist as mainly analytical—the mapping out of 
the realm of Forms in all its articulations by Division. The practical 
task of the philosopher as statesman is synthetic. Possibly the 
Philosopher, had it been wntten, would have completed the account 
of philosophic method by recognismg the synthetic or intuitive 
moment in dialectic, which the Sophist leaves m the background 
If the Collection and Division of the Separative arts had some such 
mtended relation to a larger design, its apparent irrelevance ceases 
to be a problem. 

* Ctaiylus, 386E, fi 

’ Kara yivr) Siatpetaffat At 226c the separative domestic operations 
were called SiaiperiKa, and at 227B the task of philosophic discourse was 
' to discern what is of the same kmd and what is not' {t 6 avyytvis koI ri 
ouyyfWs), 
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The Methods of CoUectton and Division 

But the purpose served by these six Divisions in the economy of 
the whole dialogue is still not perfectly dear Some light may be 
gained by considering the nature of Plato’s methods of Collection 
and Division m contrast with the Socratic method sometimes called 
' Induction ’ {Epagogd). 

Socrates had been the first to reahse clearly that, both in common 
life and m science, men constantly use words without knowing the 
' essence ’ of the thing named or being able to ‘ give an account ’ 
(Adyov didovai) of it.^ The Socratic and Platonic view is that, in 
such a case, we have the same object before our minds, but see it 
only indistinctly. We ‘have only the name in common’, until 
we express its meaning in an explicit formula Such a name as 
' Justice ’ has one true meaning, more or less dimly present to our 
minds when we hear the name If one of us can give the nght 
account of it, the other will be able to see it too. 

Plato’s early dialogues illustrate Socrates’ attempts to give an 
account of the meanmg of terms, and, without any parade of 
technique, formulate a method that is regularly applied. In its 
fun form the method has two stages, (i) The first is Cathartic. 
The questioner eliats from the respondent what he thmks he knows. 
His ' suggestions ’ (' hypotheses ’) are cnticised m the elenchus, 
often by deducing consequences conflicting with other opinions he 
holds. The result is the riddance of the false conceit of knowledge. 
Conscious of Ignorance and m perplexity (daiopia), the respondent is 
now ready for the co-operative search * (2) This further inquiry 
normally proceeds by the same method. a senes of suggestions 
criticised and amended by bnngmg m fresh considerations. The 
end should be the correct definition of the meanmg or ‘ Form ’ which 
has all along been commg more clearly into view. 

Contrast with this Socratic procedure the new method of Collec¬ 
tion and Division. It is twofold. The prelinunary Collection is 
to fix upon the genus to be divided The Division is a downward 
process from that genus to the defimtion of a speaes. This process 
has nothing in common with the deductive movement of the Socratic 
elenchus, which termmates m the rejection of a suggested definition. 

1 It IS a curious fact that, not only in physical science, hut even in mathe¬ 
matics, men have made great advances and discovenes -without bemg able 
to define the most important concepts correctly, e.g. the concept of Number 

’ A good illustration is the rejection of Meno's suggested defimtions of 
Virtue, followed by his complaint that Socrates reduces men to perplexity 
Meno had thought he knew what virtue is; no-w he is puzzled Socrates 
rephes that he does not know either, but is willing to undertake the co¬ 
operative search (mjJyT^viu), Meno 80a fi The Theaetetas, again, is Ca¬ 
thartic, rejectmg all suggested definitions and ending m anopla. 
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In the Socratic procedure the clear vision of the Form and the true 
account of it are reached as the goal of senes of upward leaps (to 
use Plato’s metaphor) But in Collection and Division the goal is 
reached at the end of the downward process, when an mdivisible 
species IS defined m terms of genus and specific differences. In a 
word, the Socratic method approaches the Form to be defined from 
below, the new method descends to it from above. 

The reason hes m the difference between the groups of objects 
with which the two methods are severally concerned. The Socratic 
method contemplates a smgle Form (such as The Beautiful Itself) 
and the many mdividual things which partake of that Form Only 
one Form is m view, and the definition is to be gamed by a survey 
of mdividual instances. We seek to isolate and apprehend the 
common character (eldog) which, m ordmary language, would be 
said to be ‘ present' in all the mstances, as white hair is white 
' by the presence of whiteness ’. ^ One expedient is to ' adduce ’ 
(ijidyeadai) fresh mstances that have been overlooked and, when 
produced, are seen not to be covered by the respondent’s suggested 
account If he has imphed that it is always right to tell the truth, 
you may bring forward the he told to deceive an enemy m war 
or an insane friend This is one sense of Epagogd. 

Another use of the verb indyeiv, to ' lead on ’, also fits the 
Socratic procedure. Aristotle speaks of ‘ leadmg on from individual 
mstances to the universal, and from the famihar to the unknown ’, 
and defines ' Induction ’ (inaycoy^) as ‘ the approach from partic¬ 
ulars to the umversal ’ * His illustration is an argument of 
obviously Socratic pattern • ' If the skilled pilot is most effective, 
and hkewise the skiUed charioteer, then m general the skilled man 
is best at his particular task ’ The process is confined to the 
Socratic group of objects, from observation of mdividual cases, 
an act of msight discerns the umversal latent m them and disengages 
it in a generahsation 

But, as the Parmenides showed,® Plato’s attention is now trans¬ 
ferred from the group of individuals with its common Form to the 
relations of Forms among themselves, and m particular to the 
relations between the Forms which occur m the definition of a 
specific Form, The earhest passage betraying any mterest m this 
question is in the Meno (75A ff.), where a defimtion of ‘ Figure ’ 

* Lysis 217D. 

* Plato, Pol 278^ • A certam device for teaching children their letters is 
the easiest way to “ lead them on to what they do not yet know ” (indyeiv 
avroifs ini rd fujiiw ytyvwoKoficva) Ar, Top 15211, 4, indyovra dno rwv Kad^ 
eKaOTOV €it 1 to koBoXov koI rdiv yvojpi}UMiV enl to ayvcoara, tbid 10511, 13, eTrayioy^, 
^ OTTO Tuiv Kofl’ CKaorov cm ra KaBdXou epoSos 

® See Introd., p ii. 
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—‘ that which always accompanies colour ’—is rejected as con¬ 
taining the unknown term ‘ colour Terms should be defined by 
other terms admitted to be already known. Socrates obtams 
Meno’s admission that he understands ‘ boundary ’ and ‘ solid ‘ 
before substitutmg the correct defimtion of Figure as ‘ the boundary 
of a solid It IS significant that the illustration should be taken 
from mathematics Geometry may have supplied the first formal 
examples of definition by genus and specific difference, such as 
the division of triangle mto equilateral, isosceles, and scalene. Here 
all the terms are Forms. The study of their mutual relations 
takes no account of individual instances, mdefirate in number and 
beneath the level of knowledge. Triangular objects m the world 
of sense, which partake more or less perfectly of the triangular 
character, drop out of sight The question how an indeWte 
number of individual things can partake of a single Form gives 
place to that other question raised m the Parmemdes Can many 
Forms partake of a smgle Form ? 

The new method of Collection and Division is thus wholly con¬ 
fined to the world of Forms , and Collection must not be confused 
with the Socratic muster of mdividual instances (inaycayi^) . Collec¬ 
tion IS a survey of specific Forms having some pnma facte claim 
to be members of the same genus. As usual, Plato avoids a rigid 
termmology, and uses ' Form ’ (eZi 5 o?, Idia), and ' kmd ’ {yivoi;) 
indifferently for genus and species ahke.^ His only distmctive 
word for species is ' part' /udptov). The method of Division 

exhibits Forms arranged in systematic classification, spreading 
downwards from a smgle genus, through a definite number of 
specific differences, to the indivisible species at the bottom Below 
that there is nothing but the indefinite number of individual thmgs 
which may or may not partake of the indivisible specific Form. 
They are below the honzon of science, the method considers only 
the One which is divided and the definite Many which are its 
' parts ’ ^ 

The Division should be preceded by a Collection, to fix upon the 
genus we are to divide. This is done by ‘ takmg a comprehensive 
view and gathering a number of widely scattered terms mto a 
umty ’.® Here no methodical procedure is possible The generic 
Form must be divined by an act of intuition, for which no rules 
can be given. The survey will mclnde the Form we wish ultimately 

' For lastauce, at Soph 2270, the Stranger says there are ' two forms 
(eiSrj) of evil in the soul and at 228E Theaetetus remarks ' there are, as you 
said, two kinds (ye'inj) of evil in the soul' 

“ Cf Phtlebus i6b ff 

’ Phaedrus 26JD 
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to define, with others that may be ' widely scattered ’ and have 
httle superficial resemblance to it or to one another. 

The need for a prehmmary Collection is, as we have seen, ignored 
m all but one of the early Divisions of the Sophtst, and where it 
does occur it is abnormal What I would now suggest is that 
these first six Divisions actually, though not formally, serve the 
purpose of a CoUection preliminary to the seventh. They bring 
before us the types to be surveyed before we can fix upon the 
really fundamental character of Sophistry. The name ' Sophist' 
had been loosely apphed to various classes • the rhetoricians, like 
Protagoras and Gorgias, teachers of advanced subjects, hke 
Hippias , professional disputants, hke Euthydemus. All these had 
called themselves ' Sophists ’. Isocrates and the pubhc had also 
apphed the name to Socrates himself and to his followers, mcluding 
tlie Meganans, whose methods of argument did resemble the 
dialectic of Zeno and the enstic of Euthydemus. The early 
Divisions analyse and characterise each of these types and so pro¬ 
vide a survey of the field within which we must discover the really 
fundamental trait, the generic Form that will finally yield the 
correct defiaiition of the essence of Sophistry. 

The Collection is disguised m the misleading form of a senes of 
tentative Divisions. The definitions m which they terminate are 
not definitions of ‘ the Sophist', but analytical descriptions of 
easily recognisable classes to whom the name had been attached 
By this device Plato avoids mentiomng the names of individuals 
or of schools, and can amuse himself with satire. At the same 
time he can famihanse the reader with the method of Division 
before giving the final senous analysis of the essential Sophist 
If these six earlier Divisions are in efiect a Collection, that explams 
why no one of them is preceded by a Collection of the normal 
pattern. Plato may also mean to mdicate that, when a difficult 
idea is to be defined, it may be well to begm by making a number 
of tentative Divisions, each startmg from some sahent character, 
and then compare the results The same character may be found 
at different pomts m the various tables, and reflection may dis¬ 
cover which IS the really fundamental trait that ought to stand 
as genus This, at any rate, is the result now to be reached m 
the next section of the diailogue 

231B-235A Survey yielding the genus ‘ Image-making ’ 

The translation wdl now be resumed. The foUowmg section 
opens with a summary, mustering for review the six types that 
have been charactensed Further analysis then leads to the dis¬ 
covery of a new genenc character, Image-makmg, which is taken 
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as a starting-point for the final Division. At 235B the Division 
IS begun, but is soon arrested by the problem how can there be 
such a thing as an image or false appearance ? So we reach the 
metaphysical kernel of the dialogue. 

To the Stranger’s suggestion that we may let the punfication 
of the soul from the conceit of wisdom pass by the name of ‘ the 
Sophistry of noble lineage Theaetetus rephes 

2318. Theaet Let it pass by that name. But by this time 
C. the Sophist has appeared in so many guises that for my 
part I am puzzled to see what description one is to main¬ 
tain as truly expressing his real nature 
Str, You may well be puzzled. But we may suppose 
that by now the Sophist too is very much puzzled to see 
how he IS once more to shp through the meshes of our 
argument, for it is a true saying that you cannot easily 
evade all the wrestler’s gnps So now is the moment of 
aU others to set upon him 
Theaet Well and good 

Str. First, then, let us stand and take breath , and while 
D we are resting let us reckon up between ourselves m how 
many guises the Sophist has appeared First, I think, he 
was found as the hired hunter of rich young men. 
Theaet Yes. 

Str And secondly as a sort of merchant of leammg as 
nourishment for the soul. 

Theaet Certainly 

Str, Thirdly, he showed himself as a retail-dealer in the 
same wares, did he not ? 

Theaet. Yes , and fourthly as selling the products of lus 
own manufacture. 

Str. Your memory serves you well. His fifth appearance 
E I will myself try to recall. He was an athlete m debate, 
appropnating that subdivision of contention which con¬ 
sists in the art of Eristic 
Theaet He was 

Str. His sixth appearance was open' to doubt, however, 
we conceded his claim to be descnbed as a purifier of the 
soul from conceits that block the way to understandmg 
Theaet Quite so 

The Sophist has ' appeared in many gmses ’ ^—as many thmgs, 
not a umty As Theaetetus suggests, we have not yet defined 

1 The word ' appear ' is repeated many times Sid rd TioAAd -wcifidvBai (231B), 
oiToaa ij/itv d oo^iffr^r ire^ovrai, dve^VT) (d) , ^a/i^cu, 4 ‘dvTaofia (23*a) 
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his real or essential nature In reckoning precisely the number 
of these appearances, we are in effect collecting the ‘ many scattered 
terms' which must be ' comprehensively surveyed if we are to 
divme the genus that will yield the true definition The Stranger 
now remarks that we have not divmed it yet. We have given the 
Sophist the names of many arts (hunter, salesman, Enstic, etc.), 
but ‘ Sophistry ’ is a smgle name for a smgle art There must be 
some fundamental feature common to aU these many arts, and 
our next busmess to ‘ see it clearly * [xarideiv) —Plato’s favounte 
word for that act of insight or mtmtion (vorjaiQ) which sees directly, 
without any process of discursive reasomng ^ 

232 Str. Now does it stnke you that, when one who is known 
by the name of a single art appears to be master of many,“ 
there is somethmg wrong with this appearanc'" ? If one 
has that impression of any art, plamly it is because one 
cannot see clearly that feature of it in which all these forms 
of skill converge, and so one calls their possessor by many 
names instead of one. 

Theaet. I dare say that is the gist of the situation 
B Str If so, we must not be so lazy as to let that happen to 
us m our mquiry Let us begm bygomg back to one among 
the charactenstics we attributed to the Sophist There was 
one that struck me particularly as revealing his character 
Theaet What was that ^ 

Str We said, I beheve, that he was a controversiahst. 
Theaet. Yes 

Str And further that he figures as an mstructor of others 
in controversy 
Theaet. Certainly 

The term ‘ controversialist ’ {dvziXoyixog) actually occurred m 
the analysis of Enstic (Division V, 225B), and was there given the 
limited sphere of ‘ pnvate debates about nghts and wrongs in the 
small change of question and answer' Such controversy differed 
from the pubhc debates about nghts and wrongs earned on by 
the forensic orator, only in the superficial circumstance that it was 
conducted in pnvate conversation The wider term ■ disputation' 
{d.[jupia ^ 7 ]rrjTixrj) covered both Reduced to rules of art, controversy 

' In Jiep vn, xaBopav is frequently nsed as a synonym of voew in this sense 
of immediate intuitive vision of a pnor truth or premiss to be used in the 
proof of a desired conclusion See F M Cornford, Mathematics and Dialectic 
m Republic vi-vii, Mind xh, pp 37 fi, 173 ff 

• Note the introduction at the outset of the phrase which will presently 
receive a deeper significance . ' one who appears as knowing many things ' 
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included the verbal disputation of the Enstic Sophist and the 
Meganan, and the dialectic of Zeno. Of all the arts described it 
came nearest in externals to the genmne dialectic of Socrates—^ 
a resemblance that caused the confusion of Socrates and his followers 
with the Enstics. But m fundamental motive controversy, which 
neglects truth to gam victory, is diametncally opposed to the 
philosophic art of conversation.^ Victory is gamed by producmg 
a behef in the audience that you are in the nght as against your 
opponent Hence the term ' controversy ’ is used m the Phaedrus 
(261c ff) to embrace both Zenonian dialectic and the public forms 
of rhetoric (pohtical and forensic), as a smgle art which makes 
tlungs seem right at one time, wrong at another, according as the 
orator chooses. It is a practice of deception leadmg on those who 
do not know the true nature of tlungs to false behefs. It is the 
art of one ' who does not know the truth, but has gone hunting 
after opinions'. That passage enlarges the meamng of ‘ con¬ 
troversy ’ so as to mclude the rhetoncal Sophists,“ the hunters of 
Division I, the ' producers of persuasion' {mQavovQyvn'^) and pro¬ 
fessors of spurious education m goodness, who were alternatively 
regarded as salesmen of the soul’s nounshment m Divisions II-IV. 
Protagoras himself wiU presently be named. Because of this wider 
sense, ' controversy ’ is pitched upon as a character common to 
all the types descnbed m the earher Divisions (except the purifier 
of the soul) and as the ‘ most revealmg ’ trait. Nothmg that is 
said here has any relevance to Cathartic 
The next point is that the art of controversy m which the Sophist 
mstructs others, covers the whole field of knowledge It is a 
formal technique of debate (whether conversational or rhetoncal), 
supposed to make men capable of disputmg on any sub]ect without 
really knowmg anythmg about it 

232B. Str Let us consider, then, m what field these people 
profess to turn out controversiahsts Let us go to the root 
of the matter and set about it m this way. TeU me, does 
c. their pupils’ competence extend to divme thmgs that are 
hidden from common eyes ? ® 

1 Cf Rep 455A Many people unwittingly fall into controversy (aKTiAoyimj) 
and mistake Eristic dispute for philosophic conversation (oteoflai oitt 
AAAd Sia\iyeo8ai.), because they cannot thmk about meanings and ' divide 
them by kinds but are misled by words to go in chase of verbal contra¬ 
dictions, IptSi, ou rrpds dAX^Aour )(puip,evai 

> Forensic Oratory was actually grouped with private Controversy under 
the wider term Disputation (d/i^o^tfnjraiioi, 2258), a word used here (232D) as 
synonymous with ' Controversy ’ 

”' Divine things ’ may mean religion, but possibly the vague phrase is 
meant to cover the dmne and invisible entities of Plato’s system, the Forms, 
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232c. Theaet. So it is said of them, at any rate. 

Str. And also to all that is visible in sky and earth and 
everything of that sort 
Theaet. Surely. 

Str. And m pnvate circles, whenever any general state¬ 
ment IS made about becoming or reahty, we are aware 
how cleverly they can controvert it and make others able 
to do the same. 

Theaet Certainly 

D. Str. And then agam where laws are in question or any 
pohtical matter, do they not promise to produce debaters ? 
Theaet. If they did not hold out that promise, hardly 
anyone would take part m their discussions ^ 

Str. And about the crafts m general and each particular 
craft, the arguments to be used m controversy with any 
actual craftsman have been pubhshed broadcast for all 
who choose to learn. 

Theaet I take it you mean what Protagoras wrote on 

E. wresthng and the other arts ® 

Str Yes, and on many other things. In fact, the pretensions 
of this art of controversy amount, it seems, to a capacity 
for disputation on any subject whatsoever 
Theaet. It certamly seems that nothmg worth speakmg 
of is beyond its scope.* 

Str Do you, then, my young friend, really think that 

which are meanings of words m common use, though their true nature is 
unknown to the many The Philebus 62A calls the eternal Form of the circle 
‘ the divme circle ' as opposed to the ‘ human ' The ‘ divine things ’ are 
contrasted m the next speech with the visible parts of the universe, and 
the terms ' reahty ’ and ' becommg ’ just below suggest the intelligible 
and sensible worlds So at 254B the region of true reahty 13 called 
' the divme ' (to Belov), on which the eye of the vulgar soul cannot fix its 
gaze 

1 Theaetetus echoes Socrates’ remark about Protagoras at Theaet. 

(P- 91) 

• Protagoras pubhshed criticisms of special arts, probably in the two books 
of Controversies (’Avnhoy/ai, Diels, Vors • u, 231" ) or in the 'AhtjBaa, which 
Bemays identified with the Controversies His attack on mathematics is 
mentioned by Aristotle (Met 9976, 32) Diels (ibid ) quotes Hippocrates 
It, vovadiv I (L vi, 140), 'Whoever wishes to ask and answer questions correctly 
and to dispute (dvrMyeiv) about medicme, should bear in mind the following 
truths,’ etc This suggests Eristic debate about Medicine 

• Plato has not exaggerated the historical sophists’ claim to wisdom on all 
subjects Apelt cites a passage m. the Dialexets, an anonymous summary of 
arguments, which some beheve to have been based on the lectures of some 
fifth-century sophist ' I hold that it belongs to the same person and to the 
same art to be able to converse , to know the truth of thmgs, to under- 
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232E. possible ? You young people may perhaps see more clearly; 
my eyes are too dim. 

233, Theaet Is what possible ? What am. I meant to see ^ 

I don’t clearly understand what you are asking me 
Str. Whether it is possible for any human being to know 
everything. 

Theaet Mankmd would mdeed be happy, if it were so 
Str Then if a man who has no knowledge controverts 
one who does know, how can there be any sound sense in 
what he says ? 

Theaet There caimot be. 

Str. Then what can be the secret of this magical power of 
Sophistry ? 

Theaet. In what respect ? 

B Str I mean, how they can ever create a behef in the minds 
of young men that they are the wisest of men on all subjects ? 
For clearly if they were not in the right in their controversies 
or did not appear to be so in the young men’s eyes, and if 
that appearance did not enhance the behef that they are 
wise because they can dispute, then, to quote your own 
remark, it is hard to see why anyone should want to pay 
their fees and be taught this art of disputation. 

Theaet Hard indeed 

Str. But m actual fact there is a demand 

Theaet Quite a bnsk one 

c. Str No doubt because the Sophists are believed to possess 
a knowledge of their own m the subjects they dispute 
about 

Theaet. No doubt 

Str. And, we say, there is no subject they do not dispute 
about 

Theaet. Yes 

Str So they appear to their pupils to be wise on all 
subjects. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

Str. Although they are not really wise ; for that, we saw, 
IS impossible. 

Theaet. It must be impossible. 

stand how to givi* a right verdict in court, to he able to speak m public , 
to understand the arts of discourse; and to give instruction on the nature 
of all things, how they are and how they came to be He who knows the 
nature of all things must surely be able to instruct his city to act rightly 
in all matters He who understands the arts of discourse will knot, how to 
speak rightly on any subjectand so on [JDtalexets 8, Diels, Vow * 11. 344). 
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233c. Str. The upshot is, then, that the Sophist possesses a sort 
of reputed and apparent knowledge on eiU subjects, but not 
the reahty 

D Theaet I quite agree; and perhaps this is the truest 
thing that has yet been said about them 

We are, m fact, at last approaching the essential feature of 
Sophistry Controversy in the wide sense, a technique of debate 
applied to any subject, imphes the false conceit of wisdom in the 
Sophist himself and a false behef m that wisdom created m his 
pupils. This links with the ' spurious education ’ of Division I 
(5ofo7ran3et)Tt«»j 223 ab), producing that ' vam conceit of wisdom ’ 
(do^oaoipla) which the true education of the Cathartic elenchus was 
designed to expel (231B) 

The next speeches bring into view the genus, Productive Art, 
that win yield the final Division The Sophist’s power of producing 
an illusory belief m his own wisdom and a false appearance of 
universal knowledge reveals him as a creator of appearances, an 
illusionist, one who produces an imitation of real things in play, 
comparable with the artist who can make images of all things in 
heaven and earth 

233D Str Let us, then, take an analogy that will throw more 
light on their position. 

Theaet. What is that ? 

Str It IS this. Try to give me your closest attention in 
answermg. 

Theaet What is your question ? 

Str Suppose a man professed to know, not how to speak 
or dispute about everythmg, but how to produce all things 
in actual fact by a single form of skill 
e Theaet What do you mean by ‘ all thmgs ' ? 

Str. My meanmg is beyond your comprehension at the 
very outset It seems you do not understand what is meant 
by ‘ all thmgs 
Theaet. No. 

Str Well, ' all thmgs ’ is meant to mclude you and me 
and, besides ourselves, all other animals and plants 
Theaet. How do you mean ’ 

Str Suppose a man should undertake to produce you and 
me and all creatures 

234. Theaet. What sort of production do you mean? You 
cannot mean some sort of farmer, for you spoke of him as 
producing animals as well 

Str Yes, and besides that, sea and sky and earth and gods 
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and everything eke there is. What is more, after producing 
any one of them with a turn of the hand he sells them for 
quite a moderate sum 

Theaet. You mean m some kind of play ? 

Str. Well, a man who says he knows everything and could 
teach it to another for a small fee m a short time can hardly 
be taken in earnest. 

Theaet. Assuredly not. 

Str. And of all forms of play, could you think of any 
more skilful and amusmg than mutation ? 

Theaet. No. When you take that one form with aU that 
it embraces, it covers a very large variety. 

Str. Well, we know this about the man who professes to 
be able, by a single form of skill, to produce all things, that 
when he creates with his pencil representations beanng the 
same name as real thmgs, he will be able to deceive the 
innocent minds of children, if he shows them his drawmgs 
at a distance, into thinkmg that he is capable of creating, 
m full reality, anythmg he chooses to make. 

Theaet. Of course. 

Str. Then must we not expect to find a correspondmg form 
of skill in the region of discourse, makmg it possible to impose 
upon the young who are still far removed from the reahty 
of things, by means of words that cheat the ear, exhibiting 
images of all things in a shadow-play of discourse, so as to 
make them beheve that they are hearmg the truth and 
that the speaker is in all matters the wisest of men ? 
Theaet There may well be such an art as you descnbe. 
Str. And is it not inevitable that, after a long enough 
time, as these young hearers advance m age and, commg 
into closer touch with reahties, are forced by experience to 
apprehend thmgs clearly as they are, most of them should 
abandon those former behefs, so that what seemed important 
will now appear tnfimg and what seemed easy, difficult, 
and all the illusions created in discourse will be completely 
overturned by the reahties which encounter them in the 
actual conduct of life ? 

Theaet. Yes, so far as I can judge at my age ', but I sup¬ 
pose I am one of those who are stiU at a distance. 

Str That is why all of us here must try, as we are in fact 
trying, to bring you as close as possible to the reahties and 
spare you the expenence. 

But about the Sophist tell me, is it now clear that he 
is a sort of wizard, an imitator of real things—or are we still 
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235. uncertain whether he may not possess genuine knowledge 
of all the things he seems capable of disputmg about ? 
Theaet. He cannot, sir It is clear enough from what has 
been said that he is one of those whose provmce is play. 
Sir. Then we may class him as a wizard and an imitator 
of some sort. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

The imagery of this passage is intended to recall the allegory of 
the Cave m the Republic. The young who are far removed from 
reahty and can be deluded by the images (etdola) exhibited m the 
Sophist’s discourse are like the prisoners bound m the darkness 
who watch on the wall of the Cave the shadows cast by firehght 
from images behind their backs The images are shown above a 
wall which screens the men carrying them as the puppet-showman 
is screened from his audience ^ The allegory goes on to describe, 
in language recalhng the cathartic ministry of Socrates, a hberator 
who turns the pnsoners round and tnes to convmce them that 
the actual images they can now see are nearer to reahty than the 
shadows they watched before. So m our passage the Stranger 
speaks of bnngmg Theaetetus and his young fnends closer to the 
reahties 

235A-236C. Division of Image-making into two species 

We have now completed the analytical survey of the collection of 
types, nghtly or wrongly called ' Sophists ’, provided by the six 
earlier Divisions The train of thought has led us away from the 
Acqmsitive class of Arts, the starting-pomt of all the first five 
Divisions, to the other class which was set aside at the very outset 
(219A). the Productive class. Acquisitiveness is not the funda¬ 
mental trait m Sophistry The Sophist is a creator, but a creator 
of illusions. We shall ultimately define his essence by dividmg the 
Productive branch of Art m the complete table given at the end 
of the dialogue Here, however, we start with the genus Image- 
makmg, which stands at a point some way down that table. The 
Sophist has ]ust been grouped with the fine artist as a mere imitator 
of actual thmgs, a maker of images or semblances. In the next 
section Image-making or Imitation is divided mto two forms, before 
the Division is broken off m order to examme all the problems 
connected with appearance and falsity 

^ Rep vu, 514U cucr^Tcp 7 ols OavfLaronoLois irpo Twv avBpwTrwv TTpOKdrai tii 
‘napctipdyfiaTa, vjrep tSv rd 8 avp.aTa SetKvvaen The Sophist is called, ' a kind of 
flaupoToiroidr' at Soph 235B and 268D. 
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235A. Str Come then, it is now for us to see that we do not 
B. agam relax the pursuit of our quarry. We may say that 
we have him enveloped in such a net as argument provides 
for hunting of this sort He cannot shuffle out of this 
Theaet. Out of what ? 

Str Out of bemg somewhere within the class of illu¬ 
sionists ^ 

Theaet. So far I quite agree with you. 

Str Agreed then that we should at once quarter the 
ground by dividmg the art of Image-making, and if, as soon 
as we descend mto that enclosure, we meet with the Sophist 
c. at bay, we should arrest him on the royal warrant of reason, 
report the capture, and hand him over to the sovereign.® 
But if he should find some lurkmg-place among the sub¬ 
divisions of this art of imitation, we must follow hard upon 
him, constantly dividmg the part that gives him shelter, 
until he IS caught. In any event there is no fear that he or 
any other kmd shall ever boast of having eluded a process 
of mvestigation so minute and so comprehensive 
Theaet. Good, that is the way to go to work. 

Str Following, then, the same method of division as 

D. before, I seem once more to make out two forms of mutation; 
but as yet I do not feel able to discover m which of the two 
the type we are seekmg is to be found. 

Theaet. Make your division first, at any rate, and tell us 
what two forms you mean. 

Str. One art that I see contained in it is the making of 
hkenesses [ethasHhe). The perfect example of this consists 
m creating a copy that conforms to the proportions of the 
onginal in aU three dimensions and givmg moreover the 

E. proper colour to every part. 

Theaet, Why, is not that what all imitators try to do ? 

^ Baviiaronoiuiv means specially the puppet-showman, but it is used here to 
cover all species of ‘ imitators ’—^artists and poets as weU as Sophists (cf 224A). 
They are all' creators of etdola ’. 

• Apelt illustrates the allusion to the Persian method (called ‘ draw-nettmg ’, 
ooyijvt/o) of sweeping up the whole population of a disbnct by means of a hue 
of soldiers holdmg hands and marching across it It is several times men¬ 
tioned by Herodotus {e g, vi, 31) , and Plato (Laws 698D) says that Datis, 
ten years before Salamis, sent word to Athens that he had captured all the 
Eretnans by this method, under Darius* orders (the ' royal warrant ’) to 
transport all Eretnans and Athemans to Persia The method is an admirable 
image for the procedure of the last section which has drawn the notion of 
Image-makmg or Imitation hke a net round all the types called ‘ Sophists ' 
collected for review The net also includes other * imitators aU the vaneties 
of artist 
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235E. Str. Not those sculptors or painters whose works are of 
colossal size. If they were to reproduce the true proportions 
of a well-made figure/ as you know, the upper parts would 
236. look too small, and the lower too large, because we see the 
one at a distance, the other close at hand. 

Theaet. That is true. 

Str So artists, leaving the truth to take care of itself, 
do m fact put mto the images they make, not the real pro¬ 
portions, but those that wdl appear beautiful. 

Theaet. Quite so. 

Str The first kmd of image, then, being like the original, 
may faurly be called a likeness (eikon), 

Theaet. Yes 

B. Str And the corresponding subdivision of the art of 
imitation may be called by the name we used just now—- 
Likeness-makmg. 

Theaet. It may. 

Str. Now, what are we to call the kind which only appears 
to be a likeness of a well-made figure because it is not seen 
from a satisfactory pomt of view, but to a spectator with 
eyes that could fiiUy take in so large an object would not 
be even like the ongmal it professes to resemble ? Smce it 
seems to be a likeness, but is not really so, may we not 
call it a semblance (phantasma) ? 

Theaet. By all means. 

Str And this is a very extensive class, in paintmg and 
c in imitation of all sorts. 

Theaet. True. 

Str So the best name for the art which creates, not a like¬ 
ness, but a semblance will be Semblance-making {phantashkS) 
Theaet Quite so. 

Str These, then, are the two forms of image-making I 
meant—the making of likenesses and the making of 
semblances. 

Theaet. Good. 

At this point the Division is broken off. It is not at once clear 
why images should be divided here mto ‘ likenesses ’ and ' sem¬ 
blances ’. 

^ ‘ WeU-made * {koXuv), because what is m question is not improving the 
proportions of an Ul-made model to conform to canons of beauty, but altering 
the proportions which are really beautiful so as to keep the appearance of 
beauty Apelt mentions that, in the Epicurean inscription on a wall at 
Oenoanda, the letters in the top hnes are cut larger than those m the lower, 
so that all may look the same size from below. 
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The whole description of the Sophist as Imitator is meant to 
recall the attack on fine art as ' imitation ’ in Repubhc x, an 
attack based on metaphysical grounds which will reappear when 
our present Division is fully stated at the end of the dialogue. The 
object of that attack is to show that the representations of fine art, 
considered as imitations of actual things, are at two removes from 
true reahty The carpenter who makes an actual bed works with 
reference to a unique Form, a model not made by any carpenter, 
but fixed m the nature of thmgs and made by God This Form is 
real m the full sense ; the carpenter’s bed is ‘ something like this 
reality, but not perfectly real': it belongs to the world of sensible 
thmgs, which are only images of the real. The pamter is farther 
still from reahty. He copies, not the Form, but the craftsman’s 
product, and that not as it is, but only as it appears from one point 
of view. He does not produce a second actual bed, a rephca of the 
craftsman’s work, but only ‘ an mutation of an appearance {phan- 
/aswfl)', which may deceive a distant spectator. So a man might 
claim to ‘ make ’ aU things m heaven and earth by turning a mirror 
m his hands and catching their reflections—a marvellous virtuoso 
{davfMxaroQ aotpicrt'^i;) 1 The painter’s, or the poet's, work is only 
' play ’ 

This part of the Republic has already been recalled by the descrip¬ 
tion of the man who should profess to produce all things (2330 ff.), 
and it throws hght on the present distmction between ' hkenesses ’ 
and ‘ semblanceswhich is mentioned again m the full Division 
at 2660 Both here and in the Republic the whole of fine art, con¬ 
sidered as ’ imitative ’, falls under the art of makmg ‘semblances ’, 
not ‘ likenesses'. Plato does not mean that there is a good and 
honest kind of art which makes ‘ hkenesses ’ reproducing the actual 
proportions m all three dimensions and the natural colours of the 
ongmal—a production of waxworks—and a dishonest kmd, mclud- 
ing the Parthenon sculptures, which distorts the true proportions 
The term ‘ hkeness ’ is here used m a narrower sense than usual 1 
It means a reproduction or rephca, such as the making of a second 
actual bed, reproducing exactly the first bed made by the carpenter. 
If I make a plaster cast of a plaster cast, there is nothing to choose 
between the ‘ likeness ’ (copy) and the origmal. The two are 
exactly alike and either can be called the ' very image ’ of the other. 
In this case there is no element of deceit or illusion. This is the 
production of ‘ likenesses It hes outside the scope of fine art and 

‘ Plato IS never ngid in his use of terras At Cratylus 432B, ' likeness ’ 
(etkon) has its more usual sense of the painter’s portrait, which is not a complete 
rephca but is contrasted with a dnpbcate of the sitter, such as a god might 
create, a second actual person 
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of Sophistry. The Sophist creates ‘ images (eidola) in discourse ’ 
(234c) . there is such a thing in discourse as the production 

of exact replicas, we are not concerned with it. All the ' images ’ 
we axe going to consider fall imder the inferior branch, the produc¬ 
tion of semblances, that are not complete reproductions of the 
onginal, but involve an element of deceit and illusion. This means 
that the class of ‘ images ’ (etdola) we are concerned with—sem¬ 
blances_imply two relations between image and ongmal. The 

image is more or less hke the origmal, though not wholly hke it, 
not a reproduction. But it is also conceived as possessmg m some 
sense a lower grade of reality, as illusory, phantom-like. We are 
to think of the work of ‘ semblance-makers' (artists and sophists) 
as analogous to shadows and reflections of natural objects, ‘ appear¬ 
ances ’ of things that are themselves only images of the real world of 
Forms. 

236C-237B Statement of the problems of unreal appearances and of 
falsity in speech and thought 

Here the Division is interrupted. The Sophist has been taxed 
with creatmg a false belief m his own wisdom by false statements. 
But, he will object, it is impossible to thmk or state ' the thmg that 
IS not'. The Theaeteius failed to meet this objection with a satisfac¬ 
tory definition of false judgment. The present dialogue will supply 
one. 

At the same time, many allusions to the Republic have recalled 
that the whole visible world is only an image of the real The 
Demiurge himself is an image-maker The long discussion which 
here intervenes before the division of Image-makmg can be resumed, 
is not confined to provmg the possibihty of false judgment and 
r jp a nn g up rmscouceptions as to the meaning of negative statements. 
It has a bearing on the metaphysical status of a world of appear¬ 
ances. Parmemdes denied that there could be a world intermediate 
between the perfectly real and the totally non-existent. This prob¬ 
lem of the eidolon soon comes mto view, alongside the problem of 
false judgment. 

236c, Str Yes, but even now I cannot see clearly how to settle 
the doubt I then expressed • under which of the two arts 
(hkeness-makmg and semblance-makmg) we must place the 
D. Sophist It IS really surpnsmg how hard it is to get a clear 
view of the man At this very moment he has, with adimr- 
able cleverness, taken refuge m a class ^ which baffles 
mvestigation. 

1 Namely ' unreal appearance and falsity ’. 
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236D. Theaet So it seems 

Str You assent, but do you recogmse the class I mean, 
or has the current of the argument earned you along to 
agree so readily from force of habit ? 

Theaet How ? What are you referring to ? 

Str. The truth is, my fnend, that we are faced with an 
E. extremely difficult question This ‘ appearing' or ' seem¬ 
ing ’ without really ‘ bemg and the saying of somethmg 
which yet is not true—all these expressions have always been 
and stiU are deeply involved m perplexity. It is extremely 
hard. Theaetetus, to find correct terms m which one may 
say or think that falsehoods have a real existence, without 
being caught in a contradiction by the mere utterance of 
337. such words ^ 

Theaet. Why ’ 

Str The audacity of the statement hes m its implication 
that ' what is not ’ has bemg; for in no other way could 
a falsehood come to have being But, my young fnend, 
when we were of your age the great Parmemdes from 
beginnmg to end testified agamst this, constantly teUing 
us what he also says m his poem: 

‘ Never shall this be proved—that things that are not 
are , but do thou, m thy inquiry, hold back thy thought 
from this way ' * 

B. So we have the great man’s testimony, and the best way 
to obtam a confession of the truth may be to put the state¬ 
ment itself to a mild degree of tortme.* So, if it makes 
no difference to you, let us begm by studying it on its own 
merits 

Theaet I am at your disposal As for the argument, you 
must consider the way that will best lead to a conclusion, 
and take me with you along it 
Str. It shall be done. 


• Falsehoods bemg ‘ things which are not as the Stranger next remarks 
A common equivalent of ‘ speakmg falsely * is' saying the thing that is not 
see Theael i88d fi. (p 114) Campbell correctly interprets the construction. 
^evSt; is placed where it stands for emphasis 

• Parmenides, frag 7 I have discussed the nature of the ‘ ways of inquiry ’ 
m Parmenides' Two Ways (Class Quarterly, xxvu (1933), P 97) 

• The statement itself (that falsehood, or what is not, really exists) is 
compared to a slave belongmg to the other party in the suit, against whom 
Parmemdes has borne witness. The immediate sequel submits this statement 
(not Parmemdes) to exammation Parmemdes' own statement will be put 
to the question later (tov toC warpds napurrlSov avayKaioy , paaavll^ay, 341D) 
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It IS thus agreed to take, if necessary, the ' way of inquiry * 
forbidden by Parmenides, and to consider whether and in what 
sense ‘ that which is not'—the unreal or the not wholly real or 
the false—can have any sort of being or existence. The vague 
formula is wide enough to cover three problems, all of which had 
then origm in the challenge thrown down to common sense by 
Parmenides. 

(1) ‘ This appearing or seeming without really being ’ povers the 
metaphysical problem ; If there is a world of real being (Parmenides’ 
One Bemg or Plato’s world of real Forms), how can there also be 
a world of Seermng, which is neither wholly real nor utterly non¬ 
existent ? Parmenides had said, there cannot be such a world 
of Seeming. A thing must either be or not be: if it is, then it is 
absdutely and completely; if it is not, then it is not absolutely 
and completely. In the first part of his poem he had deduced 
the nature of the One Reahty and found that it excludes plurahty, 
motion, change, and the qualities which our senses seem to reve^ 
Faithful to his logic, he had dismissed all these appearances of 
Nature as unreal and false, and left them unaccounted for. But 
Plato has argued ^ that between ki^owledge of the perfectly real 
and the blank absence of any consciousness of the totally unreal, 
we find in ourselves a faculty of Opinion or behef {doxa, m the 
widest sense), which produces in us states of mmd distmct from 
knowledge m the full sense and must therefore have a different 
set of objects. Of these objects he has said that ' they partake 
both of being and of not-bemgThere are, for instance, the 
‘ many beautiful thmgs ’ which are unlike Beauty itself m that 
they come mto existence and perish, undergo change, and can 
appear ugly no less than beautiful. In the imagery of the Lme 
and the Cave these objects were called ‘ likenesses ’ {elxdveg) or 
' images ’ (eHtuAa) of the real Forms. 

The first problem here suggested is: how can there be such 
thmgs as these visible images of unseen reahties ? How can any¬ 
thing ' partake both of being and of not-bemg ’ or yield appear¬ 
ances without being real ? The Theaetetus has given some account 
of the physical process by which appearances are given to the 
senses. Our perceptions of them, as distinct from judgments we 
make about them, have been admitted to be infalhble. But the 
external objects were declared to have no stable or real being, but 
only becoming. So there remains the present problem. what 
sort of existence, short of real being, can such objects have ? 

(2) The second problem is the possibihty of ‘ saymg or t hinkin g 
somethmg which yet is not true This is the psychological aspect 

* Rep V, 476K fi. 
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of the same question. Parmenides had said; ‘ It is the same 
thing that can be thought and that can be ’; ' You cannot know 
what is not, nor utter it' Thought must have an object, and 
that object must be real Speech must express something, and 
that something must be real. This had given rise to the question 
we have already encountered in the Theaetetus (i88d ft.): How 
is it possible to say or think what is false ? If I thmk or speak, 

I must be thinkmg of something and meaning something But 
what is this somethmg, if what I say or thmk is false ? There 
is no such thing as a false fact. How can I state something as a 
fact when there is no fact to state ? 

(3) Finally, there was the problem of negative judgments and 
statements (whether true or false). It was supposed that the 
words ' is not occumng m a negative statement, must mean that 
the thing about which the statement was made did not exist. 
But if it does not exist, I am speakmg of nothmg; the sounds I 
utter have no meanmg. There is nothing for a negative statement 
to mean or refer to. 

Some accounts of the Sophist represent the whole of what now 
follows as a solution of the last problem only.^ But m fact it 
covers the whole range of questions ]ust mentioned. They are 
not kept rigidly distmct; but the discussion falls into sections 
which, in theur mam bearings, are concerned with the three sets 
of problems: 

I. 237B-251A. The Worlds of Reality and Appearance. 

II. 251A-259D. Affirmative and Negative Statements the 
various meanmgs of ' is ’ and ‘ is not ’, and the corresponding 
relations among the terms the statements refer to. 

III. 259D-264B. False Speech and Judgment —the question 
directly involved in the analysis of Sophistry as the creation of 
false behef. 

I. The Worlds of Reality and Appearance 

The long section which begins at the point we have now reached 
and goes on to 251A, deals mainly with the metaphysical contrast 
of Reahty and Appearance. It falls mto three subdivisions corre¬ 
sponding to the three categones of Plato’s analysis m Republic v: 

1 Bumet (Gfeett Phil 1, 278). ' The modern reader would feel no difficulty 
if Plato had announced a discussion of the possibihty of significant negative 
judgments, and that, as a matter of fact, is the subject of the dialogue ' But 
the reader would feel a difficulty He would wonder why it was necessary 
to hold a review of all the schools of philosophy and what they had said 
about reahty Why should not Plato say at once that the words ' is ‘ and 
‘ IS not ’ are ambiguous, and pomt out (as he does later) some of their difierent 
meanings ? 
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(a) The totally unreal (to firjdafi&s dv). This is dismissed from the 
discussion 

(J) The intennediate region of ' images ’ (eidola), thmgs which 
have some sort of existence but are not wholly real. The term 
eidolon is defined, and the problems of false judgment and false 
speech are stated. They cannot be further discussed without 
considenng the meanmg of ‘ real ’. 

(c) The -perfectly real (to navxeXooz ^). A review is held of earlier 
and contemporary theones of the nature of the real, and a com¬ 
promise is suggested between the extreme views of the materialist 
and the idealist. 

This whole section is mainly tentative and inconclusive. It 
develops the difficulties connected with ‘ not-bemg ’ in all its senses 
—the unreal, the negative, the false. At the end (250E) the 
Stranger says, ' Let us take it, then, that our difficulty is now 
completely stated But since Bemg and Not-being are equally 
puzzhng, there is henceforward some hope that any hght, whether 
dim or bnght, thrown upon the one will illummate the other to 
an equal degree ’ As we proceed, certain difficulties are settled 
and cleared out of the way, others are left either unsolved or 
to await their solution in later sections of the dialogue. 

237B-239C. (a) The totally unreal 

We start, then, ivith the notion of the totally unreal (rd /^rjda/i&g 
or ‘ that which just simply is not ’ (rd 5 v afird nad’ adto, 238c). 

Sheer unreality had been the only alternative recognised by Par¬ 
menides to perfect reahty; and he had declared that the totally 
unreal was not to be thought or even spoken of. The ' way ’ that 
starts from it was ‘ utterly undiscerrable ’ (frag. 4) and must be 
left on one side as ‘ unthinkable and unnameable ’ (frag 8, 15) 
No bemg can ever be derived from the sheer non-existence of 
anythmg. 

In the foUowmg section Plato is not cnticismg, but co nfir mmg, 
this doctrme The Stranger will not break with Parmenides until 
sheer nonentity has been disposed of and he enters on the region 
of unreal appearances and false statement, where it will become 
necessary to maintam what Parmemdes refused to admit—thmgs 
that have some sort of existence without being wholly real 

237B Ste {continues). Now tell me : we do not hesitate to utter 
the phrase ‘ that which has no sort of bemg ’ ? ^ 

Theaet. Surely not. 

^ TO ftijSafidis Sv, the ' totally unreal ’ or ' absolute nonentity We can 
‘ utter this phrase ’ (pOiyyfoBai), but it will be shown to have no meaning 
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337B. Str. Then setting aside disputation for its own sake ^ 
and playing with words, suppose one of this company were 
c seriously required to concentrate his mind and tell us to 
what this name can be applied—‘ that which is not Of 
what thing or of what sort of thing should we expect him 
to use it himself, and what would he indicate by it to the 
inquirer ? 

Theaet. That is a hard question. It is scarcely for a 
person like me to find an answer at all. 

Str. Well, this much is clear at any rate : that the term 
' what is not' must not be apphed to anything that exists. 
Theaet. Certainly not. 

Str And since it cannot be applied to what exists, neither 
can it properly be applied to ' something' 

Theaet. How so ? 

D Str. Surely we can see that this expression ' something ’ 
is always used of a thmg that exists We cannot use it 
just by itself in naked isolation from ever5rthing that exists, 
can we ? 

Theaet. No, 

Str Is your assent due to the reflection that to speak 
of ' something ’ is to speak of ‘ some one thmg' ? * 
Theaet. Yes. 

Str. Because you will admit that ‘ something' stands 
for one thing, as ‘ some things ’ stands for two or more. 
Theaet Certainly. 

e. Str. So it seems to follow necessarily that to speak of 
what is not ' something ’ is to speak of no thing at 
all 

Theaet. Necessarily. 

Str Must we not even refuse to allow that in such a case 
a person is saying something, though he may be speaking 
of nothing ? Must we not assert that he is not even saying 
anything when he sets about uttenng the sounds ‘ a thmg 
that is not' ? 

* The problems to be stated had figured m Enstic debate, but our purpose 
IS to face the real difSculties senously. 

< Compare the argument at Theaeitius i88d 5 . (p 114) The accident that 
English confines ' some one ‘ and ‘ no one ’ to persons, ‘ something ' uothing ' 
to things, makes translation awkward Greek has (1) tw, ‘ some' (masc 
someone, neut something) with (in poetry) its contradictory oifris, 'not-some ' 
(masc no-one, neut notlmig), and (2) oi!8<fs ‘ not even one ’ (masc no-one, 
neut no-thmg) with its regular contradictory tXs yi nr, ' at least some one ' 
(masc remeone, neut, romething), which is used here, and has to be rendered 
' some one thingm order to mtroduce the word ' one ’ 
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237E Theaet That would certainly end our bewilderment 

It IS hard to translate the above argument because the phrase 
Uyeiv Tt is used in two ways, (i) to ' speak of something ’ that 
your words refer to , and (2) ' to express a meaning ’ or say some¬ 
thing significant as opposed to ' saying nothing ’ or ‘ talking non¬ 
sense ’ {o^iv ^yeiv). But the ambiguity does not vitiate the 
argument We are here taking ‘ what is not ’ as equivalent to 
' the totally unreal ‘ absolute nonentity ’ and to that only The 
suggestion is that, when I utter the sounds ‘ what is not ’, those 
sounds are meanmgless noises. there is nothmg whatever for 
them to refer to, and I have no meanmg before my mind which 
I can hope to convey How can I talk significantly or think of 
what has no sort of bemg at all ? The mference be that in 
the expression ' to say the thmg that is not' m the sense of ' to 
say what is false' ,{but has some meaning), ‘ the thin g that is not ’ 
cannot be not absolute nonentity. We must find some other 
mterpretation of the words. A f^se statement conveys meaning 
to another person and refers to somethmg. How this can be, 
must be considered later, all that is estabhshed here is that any 
statement (true or false) which conveys meaning cannot refer to 
‘ absolute nonentity ’. 

The Stranger’s next argument is agam based on Parmemdes, 
who had said 

‘ Thou canst not know that which is not (for that is impossible), 
nor utter it ’ 

If (as Parmenides held and as we are here assummg) the words 
‘ that which is not ’ stand for the totally unreal or absolute nonentity, 
that cannot be the object of any kmd of knowledge or consaous- 
ness , and you cannot even find any words to describe it correctly. 
The Stranger argues, m particular, that we cannot speak of the 
non-existent at all without using words that are either smgular 
or plural But how can the totally non-existent have any number 
—be either one or many ? 

238. Sir. ‘ No time for boastmg yet.’ There is more to come, 
m fact the chief of all the difficulties and the first, for it 
goes to the very root of the matter 

Theaet. How do you mean ? Do not hesitate to state it. 
Str When a thing exists, I suppose somethmg else that 
exists may be attributed to it 
Theaet Certainly. 

Str But can we say it is possible for somethmg that 
exists to be attributed to what has no existence ? 
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338. Theaet. How could it be ? 

Str. Well, among thmgs that exist we include number in 
general. 

B, Theaet. Yes, number must exist, if anythmg does. 

Str. We must not, then, so much as attempt to attach 
either plurahty or unity m number to the non-existent. 
Theaet. That would certainly seem to be wrong, accord¬ 
ing to our argument. 

Str. How then can anyone utter the words ' thmgs which 
are not or ‘ that which is not', or even conceive such 
thmgs in his mmd at all, apart from number ? 

Theaet How do you mean ? 

Str When we speak -of ' things that are not ’, are we 
c. not undertaking to attribute plurahty to them ? 

Theaet. Yes 

Str. And unity, when we speak of ‘ that which is not ’ ? 
Theaet. Clearly 

Str And yet we admit that it is not justifiable or correct 
to set about attaching something that exists to the non¬ 
existent. 

Theaet. Qmte true. 

Str. You see the mference then; one cannot legitimately 
utter the words, or speak or thmk of that which just 
simply is not; it is unthmkable, not to be spoken of or 
uttered or expressed.^ 

Theaet. Quite true 

D. Str. Perhaps then I was mistaken in sa5nng ]ust now 
that I was gomg to state the greatest difficulty it presents , 
whereas there is a worse one still that we can formulate. 
Theaet. What is that^ 

Str. I am surpnsed you do not see from the very phrases 
I have just used that the non-existent reduces even one 
who is refutmg its claims ® to such straits that, as soon 
as he sets about domg so, he is forced to contradict himself. 
Theaet How ? Explam more clearly. 

Str You must not look to me for illumination. I who 
e. laid it down that the non-existent could have neither unity 
nor plurahty, have not only just now but at this very 

* aXoyov, not' irrational but ' incapable of being expressed in discourse ’ 
(Wyoj) There IS no wefliHxg conveyed (cf Parw 142 a) dppijTo)'means that 
there is nothing for the words to refer to Plato is echoing Parmenides' 
wammg agamst the ‘ Way of Not-Bemg' to leave that way as unthinkable, 
unnameable, for it is no true way' (frag 8, 15) 

* Refutmg any claim it might make to ‘ being ’ I cannot even deny its 
existence without contradicting myself by speaking of it at all. 
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238E. moment spoken of it as one thing . for I am saying ‘ the 
non -existent You see what I mean ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

Sir. And again a little while ago I was speakmg of its 
being a thing not to be uttered or spoken of or expressed. 
Do you follow ? 

Theaet. Yes, of course. 

Str. Well, then, in trying to apply that term ' being ’ 
239. to it, was I not contradicting what I said before ? ^ 
Theaet. Evidently. 

Str. And again in applying the term ‘ the ’, was I not 
addressmg it as smgular ? * 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. And agam in speakmg of it as ' a thing not to be 
expressed or spoken of or uttered ’, I was usmg language 
as if referrmg to a single thmg. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

Str. Whereas we are admittmg that, if we are to speak 
strictly, we ought not to specify it as either one t hing or 
many or even to call it ' it' at all; for even that appella¬ 
tion means ascribmg to it the character of smgleness. 
Theaet. Quite so. 

B. Str In that case there is nothing to be said for me. I 
shall be found to have had the worst of it, now and all 
along, m my criticism of the non-existent. Accordmgly, 
as I said, we must not look to anything I have to say for 
the correct way of descnbmg the non-existent; we must 
turn to you for that. Come along now. 

Theaet. What do you mean ? 

Str. Come, you are young; show your spirit and make 

1 The reference is to 238A • nothing that has existence must be attributed 
to the non-existent ' Being ' (ri ctvot) is something that exists, m the same 
sense that number exists 

* Read to ‘ to ’ for roSro If toOto is retamed, the meaning can only be . I 
not only used the verb ‘ to be ', but I used it in the singular number {imiv) 
in the phrase referred to (ianv aSiavi^oi> ktA, 238c, 10) But if Plato meant 
this, why did he not make it clear by writmg ori ^orfv for elvoi at e 6 and 
r6 yt iariv for r6 ye elvai at e 8 ? For tovto I conjecture r6 'to’, ’ m applying 
the word the (singular) to it, was I not addressing it as singular ? ’ By usmg 
elvai we have contradicted the words ‘ y,ii ov' in the phrase ' rt ov’ ; the 'tA' 

IS equally objectionable Cf Theaet 202A, oilSc to ' ailrd ’ oilfid to ' exeivo ’ odS^ 

TO ‘ cKooTov ’ oOSl TO ' fiivov ’ otSSc ' toCto ’ (t^ toCto, Hemd, Td Td, Buttmann) irpo- 
aoiartov Cf Also Theaet 205c, odS^ 'tooto* (Td tooto, Hemd, to Td, Buttmann) 

In our passage ' t6 tovto ’ wiU not do, for toCto has not been used, and to 
read Td ' adrd ’ would wrongly anticipate jiySi to itapdnav ‘ avro ’ KoXeli/ below 

(239A, 9). 
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239B. the best effort you can. Try, without attributing being 
or unity or plurality to the non-existent, to find some form 
of words describmg it correctly, 
c. Theaet. I should need an extraordinary zeal for such 
an enterprise in face of what has happened to you. 

This paragraph only reinforces the previous one by emphaggin g 
that the very words ' the non-existent ’ (absolute nonentity) 
cannot be uttered at all without self-contradiction. This point 
is not urged agamst Parmenides, and could not be urged without 
descending to captiousness. In all this section on ‘ the totally 
non-existent ’ Plato is rather confirming Pannerades and acceptmg 
his warning ■ ‘ Hold back thy thought from this way of inquiry.’ 
Plato does not afterwards go back upon the results here reached. 
The only later reference to this discussion of nonentity is at 258E 
after the other sense of ‘ that which is not ’ {viz ‘ that which is 
other than ’) has been brought to light. The Stranger there says . 

' So let no one say that it is the contrary of the existent {t.e the 
simply non-existent) that we mean when we make bold to say 
that' what is not' exists. So far as any contrary of the existent is 
concerned, we have long ago said good-bye to the question whether 
there is such a thing or not, and whether any account can be given 
of it or none whatsoever.’ Plato here, as in Republic v, accepts 
Parmenides’ doctrine that the totally non-existent cannot be 
thought or spoken of. 

This IS all he has to say about a problem that has troubled modem 
logicians who have discussed the thesis that ‘ whatever is thought 
of must in some sense be'—Parmenides’ thesis. Mr. Russell at 
one tune, by distmgmshing ‘ bemg ’ from ' existence ’, endowed 
non-existent thmgs, hke Chimaeras, with a sort of ' bemg’, ‘for 
if they were not entities we could make no propositions about 
them ’. But this provision for non-existent entities seems now to 
be abandoned m favour of the view that there are descriptions, 
e.g. ‘ round square ', which describe nothing.^ So logic returns to 
the position of common sense, that there is nothmg to prevent 
us from puttmg together verbal symbols such as ' round ’ and 
‘ square ’ m phrases which refer to nothing whatever, because 
there is nothmg for them to refer to. Plato’s view seems to be 
that the phrase ' the totally non-existent ’ is a description, or, as 
he would say, a ‘ name ’, that is a name of 1 nothing at all What 
corresponds to it psychologically is the blank absence of any kmd 
of cognition (dyvcoala, Rep. v, 477 a) He adds that the name does 
not even succeed m descnbing nothmg correctly. 

I See L S Stebbmg, Modern Introduction to Logic, chap ix, | 5 Happily 
we need not discuss other varieties of nonentity discovered by Meinong 
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The upshot is that we have no further use for ' nonentity ’ and 
can rule it out of the discussion It cannot be invoked to account 
for the existence either of false statement and false behef or of a 
world of ‘ appearances' contauung thmgs not wholly real. So 
far as nonentity is concerned, Parmenides is justified, except that 
strictly he had no more right than we have to make even negative 
statements about it or to utter the ' unutterable 

239C-242B (6) Definition of eidolon and the problem of false 

statement and belief 

Having said good-bye to ' nonentity ’, we now pass to the region 
intermediate between sheer non-existence and full reality—the 
world of eidola. Two sets of problems await us here, (i) How 
is It possible that anything should exist and yet not be wholly real ? 
What sort of existence can belong to that world of ' appearances 
denied by Parmenides, but recogmsed by Plato as the object of 
' opinion distmct from the object of knowledge ? (2) How can 

false statement and false behef be explamed ? If I say somethmg 
that IS significant (not a meanmgless noise), my statement must 
refer to something. But what can it refer to, if it is false ? Having 
accused the Sophist of bemg a creator of etdola, of false statements 
and false behefs, we must meet his objections that there can be 
no such thmg as an eidolon, neither wholly real nor wholly unreal, 
and no such thing as a false statement or behef. 

We have ghmpses of the sort of arguments used m Plato’s time 
and earher. In a tract wntten probably about 400 b c.,i the author, 
presumably a Sophist, uses a Protagorean argument agamst those 
who attacked medicme as ' not a real art ’ (odx ioikra xi^vri). 

' It seems to me m general that there is no art that is not 
(real), for it is irrational to thmk that somethmg which is, is 
not. For what ‘ bemg ’ (ovcria) have thmgs that are not, which 
one could look at and say of it that ‘ it is ’ ? For if it is possible 
to see thmgs that are not, as you can see thmgs that are, I do not 
understand how one can regard them as not bemg, when you can 
see them with your eyes and think of them m your mmd that 
they are It is not so. Thmgs that are, are always seen and 
known, thmgs that are not, are not seen and known.’ 

The two problems are now raised successively, (i) The term 
eidolon is defined as meaning a thing that is not wholly real but 
yet has some sort of existence. If there is such a thmg as an 
eidolon, then something that has not ' bemg ’ in the full sense, 

‘ [Hippocr ] jTcpl 2, cited by Apelt (trans , p 138) In his inter¬ 

esting edition (Z>i« Apologxe der Hetikunsi, Leipzig, 1910) Th Gomperz argues 
that the author may be Protagoras himself 
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must have some sort of being. {2) Thinking or stating what is false 
means asserting that what is not the fact is a fact, or that what is 
the fact IS not a fact. We are asserting something ; our words have 
meaning So ' what is not the fact ’ must have some sort of bemg ; 
it is not sheer nonentity. The conclusion will be that we must 
escape from the Parmemdean dilemma: ' A thing must be either 
perfectly real or totally unrealand recognise a third intermediate 
region of things that are neither wholly real nor utterly non-existent 
There must be some sense in which what is not (whoEy real or true) 
has some sort of existence or meaning. 

239c. Sth. Well, if you agree, we wEl leave ourselves out of 
account; and until we meet with someone who can perform 
this feat, let us say that the Sophist with extreme cunnmg 
has found an impenetrable lurkmg-place.^ 

Theaet. It certainly seems so. 

Str. Accordmgly, if we are going to say he possesses an 
art of creatmg ‘ semblances he wiE readily take advantage 

D. of our handling our arguments m this way to grapple with 
us and turn them agamst ourselves. When we call him a 
maker of images, he wUl ask what on earth we mean m 
speakmg of an ‘ image ’ at all. So we must consider, 
Theaetetus, how this truculent person’s question is to be 
answered. 

Theaet Clearly we shall say we mean images m water or 
m mirrors, and agam images made by the draughtsman or 
the sculptor, and any other things of that sort. 

E. Str. It is plain, Theaetetus, that you have never seen a 
Sophist. 

Theaet. Why ? 

Str He wiU make as though his eyes were shut or he had 
no eyes at aU. 

Theaet How so ’ 

Str. When you ofier hun your answer m such terms, if 
you speak of something to be found in mirrors or m sculpture, 
he will laugh at your words, as implymg that he can see. 
240. He wiU profess to know nothmg about mirrors or water 
or even eyesight, and wdl confine his question to what can 
be gathered from discourse. 

Theaet. Namely ? 

Str The common character in aU these' things you men- 

^ It must be remembered that the various senses of ' that which is not ‘ 
are only gradually being disclosed. The Sophist does not lurk in the region 
of nonentity, above dealt with, but in the field of the not wholly real and the 
false which we are now entering 
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240. tioned and thought fit to call by a single name when you 
used the expression ‘ image ’ as one term covermg them all. 
State it, then, and hold your ground against the man without 
yielding an inch. 

Theaet. Well, sir, what could we say an image was, if 
not another thing of the same sort, copied from the real 
thing ? 

Str ‘ Of the same sort' ? Do you mean another real 
B. thing, or what does ‘ of the same sort ’ signify ? 

Theaet. Certainly not real, but like it. 

Str. Meanmg by ‘ real ’ a thing that really exists. 
Theaet Yes. 

Str And by ‘ not real' the opposite of real ? 

Theaet. Of course. 

Str. Then by what is ' like' you mean what has not real 
existence.^ if you are gomg to call it ‘ not real'. 

Theaet. But it has some sort of existence. 

Str. Only not real existence, accordmg to you. 

Theaet No , except that it is really a hkeness. 

Str. So, not havmg real existence, it reaUy is what we call 
a hkeness ? * 

^ Reading oO/c Svrtos [oi(f] ok with Burnet and others The only possible 
way (if it be possible) to retain o 0 « before ov is to suppose (with Ritter, 
N Unters 14) that the first oi5k = nonne with Afyeis, the whole sentence 
being a negative question But it is hard to beUeve that Plato would 
gratuitously make the sentence obscure in this way Di6s (here and at B12) 
and Friedlander (Plat Schr 521) would understand oilic ovrut ovk ov and ouk 
Sk oiK ovTcis (B12) as a ‘ complete negation ’ of oktojs 5 v • ' un trriel non-ttre ' 
This’^s impossible Greek and also the wrong sense An eidolon is not the 
complete negation of ovrojs ov (which is t 3 (n) 8 a(i( 3 s ov), but is an ov, only not 
8 vto)S but Trios 

* Reading oOk ov apa [o8(f] 3 vt(os The subject ' it ’ is, as m the previous 
sentences, to ^oixos, » « *r8coAov, the term we are defining The paradox 
hes in saying that an ttSoiAov, which »s »»o< real, really is a likeness 

Another possibihty (which would cover all the previous statements) is to 
read : ovk ov dpa ovrios, <^ov iortv ovrios, ^v Afyoficv eixiva, takmg j|v 

Afyoficv cIk^vo m apposition to 8v rrois and explaining it. ‘ It (tA ioiKis), without 
having real bemg, really is a thing with some sort of bemg—a likeness, as 
we call it ’ Theaetetus has just said that it really is a hkeness («Vapv Svras) 
and that it bas some sari of existence (lari mos) The result is a still more 
' perplexing combmation' of being and not-bemg Or, taking ^v A/yojiev 
(iK^va as subject and eiViov as loosely used for ro coikSs = eiScoAov, we might 
read OVK ov dpa 080' ovrios, <^ov vws'^ ioriv ovrios ^v Adyofiev flx^va, ‘Wbatwecall 
a likeness, not bemg really areal ^ng, really is a thing havmg a sort of being ' 
The insertion of <^8v rr<asf> is favoured by the conclusion stated below. ’ the 
Sophist has forced us to admit that what is not has some sort of being (etvcd 
mos) ’ 

Cf Ttmaeus 52c, the cikcvv (contrasted with ri ovrios Sv), is described as 
■ clmgmg to existence somehow or other, on pam of bemg nothmg at all 
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240c. Theaet. Real and unreal do seem to be combined in that 
perplexmg way, and very queer it is. 

Str, Queer indeed. You see that now again by dovetailing 
them together in this way our hydra-headed Sophist has 
forced us against our will to admit that ‘ what is not ’ has 
some sort of being. 

Theaet. Yes, I do. 

This passage gives no more than a definition of the term ‘ image' 
(eidolon). It is something that has some sort of existence without 
being wholly real. This bnngs out the pomt made earlier, where 
the ' semblance ‘ was distinguished from the exact ' likeness ’ or 
replica. The sort of ' image' we are concerned with is not only a 
likeness, but has a less degree nf reality, as the reflections and 
pictures mstanced by Theaetetus are thought to be less real than 
the actual thmgs they image. When we accuse the Sophist of 
' practising the art of semblance-making ’ (<pavxaari>c^ 239c, 9), we 
accuse him of creatmg such unreal images which yet somehow 
exist We have still to justify ourselves against his objection that 
unreal things cannot exist m any way. 

The Stranger next points out that the same objection will be raised 
against the possibihty of thinkmg or saying ‘ what is not ’, t.e. 
what is false. False behefs (in his own wisdom) are the particular 
kind of ‘ images' or ‘ semblances ’ that we have accused the Sophist 
of creating. 

2400. Str. And what now ? How can we define his art without 
contradictmg ourselves ? 

Theaet. How do you mean ? What sort of contradiction 
do you fear ? 

D. Str. When we say that he deceives with that semblance 
we spoke of and that his art is a practice of deception, 
shall we be saying that, as the effect of his art, our mmd 
thinks what is false, or what shall we mean ? 

Theaet Just that. What else could we mean ? 

Str. And false thinkmg, agam, will be thinking things 
contrary to the things that are ^ ? 

The context seems to imply that an image has to borrow such existence as 
it has from its medium The mirror-image owes its existence to the mirror, 
so sensible things, as images of the eternal Forms, owe their existence to 
Space, the everlasting medium m which they appear. 

• ‘ The things that are ' ' The facts ' would be a more natural translation, 
but at this stage it seems better to keep the vaguer expression ' Things 
that are not ’ (falsehoods) are things which are contrary to the facts and yet 
most have some sort of being, for we have already said that we cannot think 
sheet nonentity (rotivam'ov toC owes, 25 8 e, which Campbell here wrongly 
confuses with the plural ravama rots oioi, of which we are speaking) 



(6) FALSEHOOD AS 'SAYING WHAT IS NOT' 

240D. Theaet Yes. 

Str. You mean, then, by false thinkmg, thin'king things 
that are not ? 

Theaet. Necessarily 

E. Str Does that mean thinking that things that arc not, 
are not, or that thmgs that are not m any way, m some way 
are ? 

Theaet. It must at least mean thmkmg that things that 
are not,i are m some way, if anyone is ever to be m error 
even to the smallest extent, 

Str. And also surely thinkmg that things which certainly ® 
are, are not in any way at all ? 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str That also is error ? 

Theaet. Yes, that also 

Str And a false statement,® I suppose, is to be regarded 
241. in the same light, as statmg that thmgs that are, are not, 
and that things that are not, are. 

Theaet. Yes. How else could it be false ? 

Str. Hardly in any other way. But the Sophist will deny 
that. How could a sensible man agree, when the admissions 
we made earher are set beside this one ? * We understand, 
Theaetetus, what he is referrmg to ? 

Theaet. Of course we understand. He will say that we 
are contradictmg what was said just now, when we have the 
B. face to say that falsehoods exist in thoughts and m state¬ 
ments ; for we are constantly being obhged to attribute 


1 Theaetetus does not repeat the Stranger’s suggestion to ^ijSofuSs Svra, 
but correctly substitutes t 4 fiij ovra, things which axe not the fact, but are not 
(as fiijSaftws might suggest) sheer nonentities. 

* Wn-ius,'m any case ’ • ‘ things which certainly have bemg ' (not iravr<A<a;, 
' thmgs which have the fullest sort of bemg or reality '). The whole means 
' denying any existence to facts which certainly do exist ’ Cf 247 a., ttovtow 
tlval Ti. ‘ is certainly a real thmg ’. 

> ‘ Statement' is the best rendering for hiyos, not ‘ proposition', because 
of its modem uses For Plato a ' statemeut' is simply the utterance in 
speech of a judgment made by the mmd m its silent dialogue with itself 
(a63n, and Theaet iSgit, 2 o6d, ao8c) 

* Onuttmg a 4 ^€YKra. . oSioviiijTa, With Madvig, who pointed out that 
the words could only mean that our previous admissions were ‘ unutterable 
etc {Advers 1, 381). Agamst Difts’ excision of to npA tovtiov ojieAoyijdfrro 
as a gloss on TrpoSuopohoyqfUya (T) (which he reads with raSra understood as 
subject) IS that a reference to the unthmkableness, etc of absolute nonentity 
is not relevant Theaetetus’ next speech states what the ‘ earher admissions' 
are • namely, that we must not ‘ attach what has bemg to what is not ’. 
Nonentity has been ruled out of the discussion once for all 
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241B. what has being to what is not, after agreeing just now that 
this was altogether impossible.^ 

Like the previous paragraph on the meaning of ' image this 
passage only tells us what false thinking and false statement mean, 
namely attributing not-being to what is (the fact) or being to what 
IS not (the fact). We have still to show that such things as images 
can exist and that false judgments can have anythmg to refer to. 
That is to say, we must explain how what is not wholly real and what 
is not true can have a sort of existence Here is the point at which 
we must part company with Parmenides, who would allow no such 
thing; and the Stranger now asks leave to do so. 

241B. Str. Your recollection is correct. But you must now 
consider what we are to do about the Sophist; for if 
we pursue our search for him by ranking him under the art 
of the illusionists and creators of error, you see what an easy 
opening we offer to many perplexities and counter-attacks 
Theaet I do. 

Str. They are almost without number and we have stated 
c. only a small fraction of them 

Theaet If that is so, it looks as if it were impossible to 
catch the Sophist. 

Str. What then ? Are we to lose heart and give up now ? 
Theaet. I don’t think we ought to, if we have the least 
chance of being able to lay hands on him somehow. 

Str. Then I may count on your mdulgence, and, as you 
now say, you will be content if we csin by some twist free 
ourselves, even to the least extent, from the gnp of so 
powerful an argument ? 

Theaet. By all means. 

D. Str. Then I have another still more pressing request. 
Theaet. What is that ? 

Str. That you will not thmk I am turning into a sort of 
parricide. 

Theaet. In what way? 

Str. We shall find it necessary in self-defence to put to the 
question that pronouncement of father Parmenides, and 
estabhsh by mam force * that what is not, m some respect 
has being, and conversely that what is, m a way is not. 

^ This IS the ' earlier admission ’ referred to • ' Nothmg that exists (such as 
' Being') must be attributed to the non-existent' (238 a), an admission 
already recalled at 238E. 

* may allude to Parmenides' own word 80/15 (Sa/idjoi) m the hnes 

quoted above 
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( 5 ) FALSEHOOD AS ‘SAYING WHAT IS NOT’ 

241D. Theaet It IS plain that the course of the argument requires 
us to maintain that at all costs. 

Str Plam enough for the blind to see, as they say Unless 
E. these propositions are either refuted or accepted, anyone 
who tdks of false statements or false judgment as being 
images or likenesses or copies or semblances, or of any of 
the arts concerned with such things, can hardly escape 
becommg a laughing-stock by being forced to contradict 
himself 

Theaet. Quite true 

242 Str That is why we must now dare to lay unfihal hands 
on that pronouncement, or else, if some scruple holds us 
back, drop the matter entirely 

Theaet As for that, we must let no scruple hinder us. 
Str In that case, for the third time, I have a small favour 
to ask 

Theaet. You have only to mention it 
Str. I beheve I confessed ]ust now that on this point the 
task of refutation has always proved too much for my 
powers, and stiU does so. 

Theaet You did say that 

Str Well, that confession, I am afraid, may make you 
think me scatter-bramed when at every turn I shift my posi- 
B. tion to and fro. It is for your satisfaction that we shall 
attempt to refute the pronouncement, if we can refute it. 
Theaet. Then you may take it that I shall never think 
you are oversteppmg the limits by entering on your refuta¬ 
tion and proof So far as that goes, you may proceed with 
an easy mmd 

This interlude closes the second of the three sections, concerned 
with (a) the totally non-existent, {b) images and false judgment, 
(c) the perfectly real We have now raised the problems confronting 
anyone who would justify the existence of thmgs not wholly real 
or not true Theaetetus has asked the Stranger to proceed with his 
refutation of Parmemdes’ prohibition, and with his ' proof '. We 
are thus led to expect a demonstration (i) that things that are not 
wholly real (eidola) can have some sort of existence, and (2) that 
it is possible to thmk and say what is false In the sequel, this 
second pomt is established But it cannot be said that the possi- 
bihty of a world of eidola. imagmg the real world of Forms, is 
ever demonstrated m this dialogue That metaphysical problem 
remams m the background. Perhaps it was held m reserve for the 
Philosopher 
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242B-244B. (c) The perfectly Real. What does ' real ’ mean ? 

We cannot proceed further to discuss how what is not wholly 
real can exist at all, without first considering what ‘ real' means.i 
All philosophers, like common men, make a distinction between 
things they call ‘ real * and other things which are not fully ' real 
The next section opens by reviewing the philosophers of the archie 
period before Socrates, and the things they had called real. They 
are divided into two groups : (i) the physical philosophers, who had 
recognised the existence of the natural world of material things and 
are here represented as having believed in more than one ‘ real 
thingand (3) Parmenides, who stands alone in denymg the 
phenomenal world and acknowledging only one Real Thmg. This 
classification is designed to isolate from all the rest Parmerudes, 
who alone is criticised at length. 

242B. Str. Come then, where is one to make a start on so 
hazardous a theme ? I think I see the path we must in¬ 
evitably follow. 

Theaet. And that is-? 

Str. To take first thmgs that are now supposed to be quite 
c. clear * and see whether we are not in some confusion about 
them and too easily reaching conclusions on the assumption 
that we understand them well enough. 

Theaet Tell me more plainly what you mean. 

Str. It strikes me that Parmemdes and everyone else who 
has set out to determine how many real things there are and 
what they are like, have discoursed to us in rather an 
ofE-hand fashion. 

Theaet. How so ? 

Str. They each and all seem to treat us as children to 
whom they are telling a story. According to one there are 
three real things, some of which now carry on a sort of 
D. warfare with one another, and then make friends and set 
about marrymg and begettmg and bringmg up their children. 
Another tells us that there are two—Moist and Dry, or Hot 
and Cold—^whom he mames off, and makes them set up 
house together.® In our part of the world the Eleatic set, 

* In the coming section t 4 Sv will be translated by ' the real' or ' reahty ’ 
This sense of the word has emerged from the contrast between the ‘ sort of 
existence ' belonging to an eidolon, and the real existence of the Svrus fv 

® Namely, the meaning oi' reala word we all use and imagine we under¬ 
stand 

* Plato recognises in the pre-Socratic systems the presence of mythical 
images, especially the two most important; the sex-imagery of the cosnuc 
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(c) THE PERFECTLY REAL 

242D who hark back to Xenophanes or even earher, unfold their 
tale on the assumption that what we call ' aU things ’ are 
only one thing, l^ter, certain Muses in loma and Sicily 
E perceived that safety lay rather in combining both accounts 
and saying that the real is both many and one and is held 
together by enmity and friendship. ‘ In partmg asunder 
it IS always bemg drawn together' say the stncter ^ of these 
Muses. The milder * relax the rule that this should always 
be so and tell us of alternate states, in which the universe 
243. IS now one and at peace through the power of Love, and 
now many and at war with itself owing to some sort of 
Stnfe. 

In all this, whether any one of them has told the truth 
or not IS a hard question, and it is m bad taste to find fault 
so grossly with men of long-estabhshed fame. But one 
observation may be made without offence. 

Theaet And that is-? 

Str. That they have shown too little consideration for 
ordinary people like ourselves m talkmg over our heads. 
B Each school pursues its own argument to the conclusion 
without canng whether we follow what they say or get left 
behmd 

Theaet. How do you mean ? 

Str When one or another of them in his discourse uses 
these expressions ‘ there really are ' or ' have come to be ' 
or ‘ are coming to be ’ ‘ many thmgs ’ or' one thmg ’ or' two 
or again another speaks ® of ‘ Hot bemg mixed with Cold', 
assuming ‘ combinations ’ and ‘ separations do you, Theae- 
tetus, understand a smgle word they say ? Speakmg for 
myself, when I was younger I thought I understood quite 
clearly when someone spoke of this thing that is now 


Eros, and the warfare of opposed ‘ powers ' (such as Hot and Cold) These 
images of Love and Strife can be traced all through the ancient science of 
nature, and survive even in Atomism as the Venus and Mars of Lucretms 

* The stncter Muses of Ionia represent the philosophy of Heracleitus, It 
was a mam pomt of his doctnne that the Harmony of Opposites essentially 
involves a tension or strife that is never resolved There is no peace without 
war 

“ The milder Muses of Sicily (Empedocles) recogmsed a Reign of Love 
(without Stnfe) and, at the opposite pole, a Reign of Stnfe (without Love) 
Between these polar states, worlds come mto bemg and pass away In one 
half of the cycle a world is formed by Love gaining upon Strife, m the other, 
by Strife gaming upon Love 

“ Reading aAAos eiirji (Rademacher, Di6s) for oAAoflf irij, which is pomtless, 
whether it means ' elsewhere m his discourse' or ‘ elsewhere m the umverse ' 
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243B. puzzling us—‘ the unreal But now you see how com¬ 
pletely perplexed we are about that 
c Theaet I do 

Str. Possibly, then, our minds are in the same state of 
confusion about reahty. We profess to be qmte at our ease 
about the real and to understand the word when it is spoken, 
though we may not understand the unreal, when perhaps 
we are equally m the dark about both. 

Theaet Perhaps. 

Str. And we may take it that the same is true of the other 
expressions I have just mentioned. 

Theaet Certainly. 

The early philosophers are here all introduced as askmg and 
decidmg ' how many ’ real things there are—one or several Such 
a classification may strike us as superficial and as misrepresenting 
the facts. The Eleatics, for instance, are regarded as the only 
momsts, whereas the Milesians, who said that all things were really 
water or an, are usually called momsts Aristotle, however, makes 
out that all who made the ' simple bodies ' into principles—whether 
one or two or three or all four—really regarded Hot and Cold 
(Fne and Earth) as the fundamental factors ^ In the argument 
which follows the philosophers are divided into pluralists ‘ with 
more than one real being ’ and the monist, Parmemdes, whom Plato 
wishes to single out for examination. Plato knew that the real 
contrast was not between many real beings and one, but between 
the physical philosophers, who derived a manifold world of Nature 
from one or more material prmaples, and Parmemdes, whose One 
Bemg was not material * and could not generate a natural world. 
Seen in this hght, the two groups appear as the ancestors of the 
two parties m the Battle of Gods and Giants that is to follow— 
materialists and idealists 

The question now to be put to both groups is : What do you mean 
by ‘ real ’ or ' the real ’ > The physicists are taken first They 
regard (say) two things. Hot and Cold, as somehow primary. From 
these are denved other thmgs by processes they can only describe 
m mythical terms, such as ‘ marriage' and ' warfare ’ Whatever 
this uninteUigible account of becoming may mean, what is meant 
by calhng the two pnnciples ‘ real' in a sense that does not apply 
to the denved things > 

243c Str The general run of these expressions we will consider 

* De Gen el Corr B3 

• ' Not material in the sense that, though extended m space, it was not 
perceptible ‘ body ’ 
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243D. later, if we so decide We must begin now with the chief 
and most important of them all. 

Theaet Which is that ? Of course you mean we ought 
to begm by studying ' reahty ’ and finding out what those 
who use the word think it stands for. 

Sir. You have hit my meaning precisely, Theaetetus ; I 
do mean that we must take this hne. Imagine them here 
before us, and let us put this question • 'You who say 
that Hot and Cold or some such pair really are all things, 
E what exactly does this expression convey that you apply to 
both when you say that they both are ‘ ‘ real" or each of them 
IS “ real ” ? How are we to understand this “reahty ” you 
speak of ? Are we to suppose it is a third thmg alongside 
the other two and that the All is no longer, as you say, two 
thmgs, but three ? For surely you do not give the name 
“ reahty ’’ to one of the two and then say that both alike 
are real, for then there will be only one thing, whichever 
of the two it may be, and not two ’ 

Theaet True 

Str. ' Well then, do you intend to give the name " reahty ’’ 
to the pair of them "> ' 

Theaet Perhaps 

244. Str ' But that again ’, we shall object, ' will clearly be 
speakuig of your two thmgs as one.’ 

Theaet You are quite nght 

Str ' We are completely puzzled, then, and you must 
clear up the question for ns, what you do mtend to signify 
when you use the word *' real Obviously you must be 
qmte fainihar with what you mean, whereas we, who 
formerly iraagmed we knew, are now at a loss First, then, 
enkghten us on just this point, so that we npay not fancy 
we understand what you have to tell us, when in fact we 
B. are as far as possible from understanding' 

If we put our case in that way to these people and to any 
others who say that the All is more than one thing, will 
there be anything unwarrantable in our request ? 

Theaet Not at all 

The question here put to the pre-Socratic physical philosophers 
is What do you mean by the word ' real ’, when you assert that 
there are two real things (Svra), namely ‘ the Hot' and ‘ the Cold ’ ? 
Plato’s pomt IS that ‘ real ’ has a meanmg distmct from the mean- 
mgs of ‘ hot ’ and ‘ cold ’ ' Reality ’ is a third term, not to be 

identified with hotness or coldness or with the Hot or the Cold. 
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It is, in Plato's view, a Form, of which both the Hot and the Cold 
partake and so have reality, but which is not identical with either 
of them or with both together. If the physicists do not admit 
that, they will be in a dilemma (i) If they identify the meaning 
of ‘ real' with the meaning of (say) ‘ hot ’, then the Cold will not 
be real, for the Cold is not hot. (2) And if they identify it with 
the meaning of ' hot-and-cold then ' that which is hot-and-cold ’ 
will be the one real thmg (composed of two parts), and there will 
not be two real things, as they said at first. ‘ Real ’, then, must 
have a meaning distmct from ‘ Hot ’ or ' Cold ’ or ' Hot-and-cold ’ 
What is that meaning ? 

No answer is given by the physicists here. We might reply for 
them that by ' the real ’ they meant material substance—that 
underlying something which persists the same through aU apparent 
change. They belong, m fact, to the matenahst party m that 
Battle of Gods and Giants which is to be staged later The Stranger 
wdl then put to the materiahst a suggestion as to what ' real ’ 
means for him. 


244B-245E. Criticism of Partneniies’ One Real Being 

The Stranger turns next to Parmenides, whom he intends to 
criticise in detail, because what is barring the path of discussion 
is Parmenides’ ngid conception of the One Real Bemg as alone 
havmg any sort of existence The arguments are as brief and 
abstract as Parmenides’ own. He had declared that the whole 
of reality is a One Bemg or Existent Unity, having only such 
attnbutes as can be ngidly deduced from the conceptions of Being 
and Unity. Each conception is taken with the utmost stnctness 
‘ Being ’ imphes complete reality; ‘ Unity ’ excludes any plurahty 
There is nothmg but this One Real Thmg [iv Sv) 

The Stranger's first argument is that, if there is only one real 
thing, it is mconsistent to give it two naimes, ‘ real' and ' one 
This seems at first sight superficial, but Plato is once more assum¬ 
ing his own doctnne that ' names', such as ' real ’ and ' one', 
have meanmgs, and those meanmgs are Forms of which the thmg 
bearing the names partakes. If you give your one real thing the 
two names ' real ’ and ' one ' {t.e say of it that it is real cind that 
it is one), then three terms are involved: the meanings of the 
two names, which are the Forms ‘ Reality ' and ‘ Unity and the 
thmg which bears those names and partakes of those Forms. In 
Plato’s view, moreover, the two Forms Reahty (Bemg) and Unity 
themselves have the highest degree of reahty. Each of them is 
quite as much real and one as any one thing that partakes of 
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them Accordingly Parmenides’ simplest cmd most frmdamental 
proposition—that there is only one real thing—cannot be stated 
at aU without recognismg three real things The true meanmg of 
the argument is somewhat disguised by the Stranger's avoiding 
the mention of Forms and speaking only of ‘ names ’ and the 
ttung {nqayfm) which is called by them. 

344B Str Agam, there are those who say that the All is one 
thing. Must we not do our best to find out what they mean 
by ‘ reahty ’ ? 

Theaet. Surely. 

Str. Let them answer this question, then .* ‘ You say, 
we understand, that there is only one thing ? ’ ‘ We do ', 
they will reply, won't they? 

Theaet, Yes. 

Str ' And there is something to which you give the name 
real ' 

Theaet, Yes. 

c Str. ' Is it the same thmg as that to which you give the 
name one ? Are you applymg two names to the same thing, 
or what do you mean ^ ’ 

Theaet. What will their next answer be ? 

Str Obviously, Theaetetus, it is not so very easy for 
one who has laid down their fundamental assertion to 
answer this question or any other 
Theaet How so ? 

Str In the first place, it is surely absurd for him to 
admit the existence of iwo names, when he has laid down 
that there is no more than one thmg, 

Theaet Of course 

Str. And further, it is equally absurd to allow anyone to 
D assert that a name can have any existence, when that 
would be inexphcable 
Theaet. How is it mexphcable ? 

Str. If, on the one hand, he assumes that the name is 
different from the thmg, he is surely speaking of two 
thmgs 

Theaet. Yes 

Str. Whereas, if he assumes that the name is the same 
as the thmg, either he will have to say it is not the name 
of anythmg, or if he says it is the name of something, it 
will follow that the name is merely a name of a name and 
of nothing else whatsoever. 

Theaet. That is so. 
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244D. Str. . . 

Theaet. Necessarily. 

The question, what Parmenides meant by ‘real’, is here dropped. 
His one reality was, at any rate, not matenal substance underlying 
and persisting through change; and in the Battle of Gods and 
Giants he will appear on the side of the gods (the idealists). The 
argument seems verbal because Plato speaks of ' names not of 
the Forms which in his view the names stand for, and it seems 
strange to us to speak of names as ' real things ' {Sna) alongside 
the thing which bears the names. What is meant is that Parmenides, 
like the physicists, has failed to distinguish between his One Real 
thing and the two Forms, Reality and Umty, of which it partakes, 
and to see that he cannot assert his One Real thing without also 
recognising the reahty of those two Forms In the First Hypoth¬ 
esis of the Parmenides (141E) it is shown that if you assume 
(as Parmenides did) a One which excludes any plurality, you 
cannot even assert that it exists (has bemg, is real) or apply any 
name to it. 

The next criticism of Parmenides turns on his description of 
the One Real thing as ' the whole ' Whole ’ is the correlative 
of ‘ part ’: nothing is a whole unless it has parts ® Parmemdes 
had called his One Real thmg ‘ the All' (rd nav) and declared it to 
be a finite sphere, with centre and circumference—slanguage which 
implies, as the Stranger says, that it has distmguishable parts 
The argument that follows is complex and extremely concise 
The plan of it is given in the foUowmg summary. 

Premiss : If the Real is a whole (one thing with many parts), 
then the Real is not identical with Unity Itself (which has no parts). 

• The dilemma stated m the Stranger's last two speeches is complete It 
hcis been shown that the very existence of a name is mexphcable, whether 
it be distmct from the thmg or identical with it This argument applies 
equally to the name ' real ’ and to the name ‘ one and there is no need for 
any special application of it to the name ' one ' The speech here omitted is 
corrupt It looks as if it might be mtended to make that special apphcation; 
but smce that is not wanted, it is impossible to restore the sense with any 
probability. The oldest evidence for the text is Simplicius, Phys 89 . /col ri 
iv yt (vis iv (Iv cm D) av ftivov Kal roO ovofiaros aOro iv ov This (mcluding 
Iv) agrees with the Bodleian (B) of Plato The view that eris ev can mean 
‘ unity of a unity ’ is nghtly rejected by Ritter (N JJnters 15), who adopts 
the reading of T ; «al ri (v ye (vis Sv fiivov (sc ovoy-a oru/ijSiJaeTai^, Kal roOro 
ivifiaros, avri <t3 ?> (V ov, ' And it will result too that the One (they talk 
of) will be the name of itself only, and t/iat the name (not of a different objective 
reahty, but) of a name (the name " one''), while yet it is the One itself' 
The last words here are barely intelligible, and the whole statement seems 
to have no pomt If the speech, together with Theaetetus’ previous reply 
ooriof, were simply omitted, it would not be missed 
* Cf Theaet 204A, ff, (p 149). 
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Dilemma : Either (A) The Real is a whole of -parts ■ Then the 

Real IS not Unity Itself, and there will 
be a plurahty [vtz the Real and Unity 
Itself), 

or (B) The Real is not a whole of parts: Then 
either (a) Wholeness exists ; but then 

(1) The Real will not be a thing 

that is (oijx dv lorat to dv) , 

(2) There will be plurality (viz, 

the Real and Wholeness 

Itself) , 

or (6) Wholeness does not exist , but then 

(1) The Real will not be a thing 

that IS (oix 6 v eazai to Sv) ; 

(2) There will be plurality ; and 

also 

(3) There will be no commg-into- 

bemg of a thing that is ; 

(4) There will be no finite number 

(only indefinite plurahty) 

The Stranger begins by establishing a premiss that is used in 
the subsequent dilemma. The premiss is If the Real is a whole 
of parts, it has the property of unity (for it is one whole), but it 
cannot be identical with Umty Itself , for Unity Itself {word x 6 Sv) 
is defined precisely as ' that which has no parts ’, ‘ the mdivisible 
This IS the mathematical definition of Unity or the unit, as given 
by Anstotle ' Everywhere the one is indivisible either m quantity 
or in kind That which is mdivisible m quantity and qua quantity 
is called a unit if it is not divisible m any dimension and is with¬ 
out position, a point, if it is not divisible in any dimension and 
has position etc {Met 1016 b. 23) It follows that if Parmenides' 
One real thing is a whole of parts, it is not identical with Umty 
Itself 

244D. Str. And what of ' the whole ' ’ Will they say that this 
is other than their ' one real thing ' or the same ? 

E. Theaet. Certainly that it is the same In fact they do 
say so 

Sir. Then if it is a whole—as mdeed Parmemdes says 1 
' Every way like the mass of a well-rounded sphere, 
evenly balanced from the midst m every direction; for 
there must not be something more nor something less 

here than there'- 

»Frag 8, 43. 
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244E. if the real is like that, it has a middle and extremities, and 
consequently it must have parts, must it not ? 

Theaet. It must. 

245. Ste. Well, if a thing is divided into parts, there is nothing 
agamst its having the property of unity as applied to the 
aggregate of all the parts and bemg in that way one, as 
being a sum or whole. 

Theaet. Of course 

Ste. On the other hand, the thing which has these proper¬ 
ties cannot be just Unity itself, can it ? 

Theaet. Why not ? 

Ste Surely Unity in the true sense and nghtly defined 
must be altogether without parts. 

Theaet Yes, it must. 

B. Ste. Whereas a thmg such as we descnbed, consistmg of 
several parts, will not answer to that definition. 

Theaet. I see. 

The above argument probably imphes a cnticism of Parmenides, 
who had declared that the real was ' indivisible ’ (not Siaigerov, 
frag. 8, 22) This meant primarily that the One Being was con¬ 
tinuous, not an assemblage of discrete particles separated by empty 
space. But he also meant that it had absolute umty, such as 
excludes any kind of plurahty. The Stranger may imply that, if 
Parmenides did identify his One being with absolute Umty, he 
was inconsistent in speakmg of reahty as a sphere with distmguish- 
able parts. 

The premiss just established is now used in the dilemma either 
(A) the real has such unity as a whole or sum may have and is 
one whole ; or (B) the red is not to be called a ‘ whole ’ at all. 
Either possibility leads to a contradiction of Eleatic doctrme. 

245B. Ste Then, (A) is the Real one and a whole in the sense 
that it has the property of unity, or (B) are we to say that 
the Real is not a whole at all ? 

Theaet. That is a hard choice, 

Ste. Qmte true For if (A) the real has the property of 
being in a sense one, it will evidently not be the same thmg 
as Unity, and so all thmgs will be more than one, 
Theaet. Yes. 

The other possibihty (B) is that the real has not such umty as 
belongs to a whole—is not one whole The consequences of this 
supposition are put m a subordmate dilemma. If the real is not 
one whole, then either {a) there is such a thmg as ‘ Wholeness ’ 
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(avto TO 8 Xov)—^ real Form which exists, though ‘ the one real 
thing ’ does not partake of it, or (6) there is no such thing as 
‘ Wholeness ’ at all The next three speeches of the Stranger deal 
with alternative (a) 

245c Str And again (B) if the Real is not a whole by virtue 
of havmg this property of unity, while (a) at the same 
tune Wholeness itself is real, it follows that the Real falls 
short of itself. 

Theaet Certainly. 

Str So, on this line of argument too, the Real will be 
deprived of reahty and will not be a thing that is 
Theaet Yes 

Str. And further, once more all things will be more than 
one, smce Reahty on the one side and Wholeness on the 
other have now each a distmct nature. 

Theaet Yes 

The first of the two consequences here is that ‘ the Real will 
fall short of itself and wiU not be a thing that is ’. This seems 
to mean that the Real, since it does not even partake of Wholeness, 
will ‘ faU short of itself ’ in the sense that it does not mclude Whole¬ 
ness, which nevertheless is real ^ The words 8 v icnaird Sv are 
ambiguous They may mean ‘ the Real will be a thing that is 
not i e a thing of which the negative statement is true, that it 
‘ is not' the same as Wholeness Or they can be rendered as above 
‘ the Real will not be a thing that is ’ (for it is not the same as 
Wholeness, and "Wholeness is a thing that is) Both rendenngs 
amount to the same thing In favour of the second are the words 
‘ so on this line of argument also which imply that this conclusion 
is parallel to the one reached above under alternative (A) ‘ the 

Real wiU evidently not be identical with Umty ’ Here we con¬ 
clude that the Real will not be identical with Wholeness (a thmg 
that is). 

The second consequence above is that the Real and Wholeness 
will be two real things, so ' all thmgs will be more than one 

There now remams alternative (h) that there is no such thmg 
as Wholeness at all 

245c. Str But if, (b) on the other hand, there is no such thmg 
as Wholeness at all, not only are the same things true of 
the Real, but also that, besides not being a thing that 
really is, it could never even become such “ 

* Parmenides had said ' Nor may Being be imperfect; for it lacks nothing, 
and if It were imperfect it would lack everythmg ' (Frag 8, 32) 

’ The word Sv goes with irp 6 s rw (lii tlvai as well as with p-qS' av y^ioBai noTt. 
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The statement that ' the same thmgs wiU be true of the Real' 
on this supposition is at first sight obscure For the consequences 
referred to, namely (i) that the Real will not be a thmg that is, 
and (2) that all thmgs will be a plurality, followed from the suppo¬ 
sition that there were two real things • the Real (which has not 
the unity belonging to a whole) and Wholeness. How can the 
same consequences follow from the present supposition that there 
IS no such thmg as Wholeness 

The answer is suggested by arguments m the Parmenides, which 
Plato assumes to be familiar and does not care to repeat The 
present supposition is . that (B) the Real has not the unity belong- 
mg to a whole, and (J) there is no such thmg as Wholeness It 
follows that the Real, having no unity or wholeness (for there is 
no such thing), must be a plurahty without any unity This gives 
the second consequence ‘ all things will be more than one ’—not 
two this time, but an unlimited plurahty [dneiga) The first conse¬ 
quence ‘ the Real will not be a thmg that is (6V) ’ is actually re¬ 
peated here in the words ‘ besides not bemg a thmg that is ’ (irgd? 
t <3 fiij slvai . . dv) This cannot now mean that the Real is not 
the same as Wholeness (a thmg that is); for we are now supposmg 
that Wholeness is not ' a thing that is But there is a sense in 
which the words (od« Sv Scnat to 3v) will be true. The Real will 
not be a thing that is { 3 v in the singular), because the Real is 
now an indefinite plurahty without any unity 

This explanation may seem far-fetched, but Plato assumes that 
we have read and understood the Parmenides, where similar argu¬ 
ments are set out at length, and he leaves us to think out his mean¬ 
ing for ourselves.^ He is more interested in stating two supple¬ 
mentary consequences of denymg that the Real is a whole, and 
that there is any such thmg as Wholeness. These are (i) that 
the Real, in that case, cannot even come into bemg, and (2) that 
it cannot have number Theaetetus asks now for an explanation 
of the first, which has just been stated 

245D. Theaet. Why not ? 

Str. Whenever a thing comes into bemg, at that moment 

it has come to be as a whole, accordingly, if you do not 

^ M. Di 4 s {Autour de Platon, n, 480) remarks that, if any positive conclusion 
can be drawn from the discussions of the existence or non-existence of the 
One in the Parmenides, it would be twofold ‘ on ne peut nter absolument 
I'uniU sans aboutir 4 wrt« piurahti inconsisiante, pure pousstere d'etre, tncon- 
naissable et tmpensable , on ne peut nter absolument la plurahti sans hire obhgi 
de refuser, 4 I’uniU qu'on pose atnst indivisible et solitaire, touts ditermination, 
y compns celle de Vexistence et celle mime de I'uniU ’ 
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245D. reckon unity or wholeness ^ among real things, you have 
no right to speak of either being ® or commg-mto-being as 
having any existence 
Theaet That seems perfectly true 
Ste. And further, what is not a whole cannot have any 
definite number either , for if a thing has a definite number, 
it must amount to that number, whatever it may be, as a 
whole.® 

Theaet. Assuredly. 

Str. And countless other difficulties, each mvolved m 
E. measureless perplexity, will arise, if you say that the real 
is either two thmgs or only one. 

Theaet. That is plain enough from those we have had a 
glimpse of now One leads to another, and each cames 
us further mto a wilderness of doubt about every theory 
as it is mentioned 

From the second alternative {that the real has not the unity 
belongmg to a whole, and that there is no such thmg as wholeness) 
the Stranger has drawn two supplementary conclusions : that 
without wholeness you cannot have (i) conung-into-being (gmms) 
or (2) definite number These conclusions do not convict 
Parmenides of mconsistency, smce he denied the possibihty of 
commg-into-bemg and of plurahty. They seem to be noted as the 
two most glaring deficiencies of lus system (i) His deduction of 
the nature of the One real bemg excluded from reahty the whole 
world of becommg and change. In the next section Parmenides 
will be ranked with the Idealists because he recogmsed an unchang- 
mg reahty. Here it is noted that he differs from the other ideahsts 
(the ‘ Fnends of Forms') in not recognising also a world of becom¬ 
mg (2) Without wholeness and that unity which belongs to a 
whole of parts and does not exclude plurality, there can be no 
definite number, no sum or total number, only indefimte plurality 
The other defect m Parmenides’ conception of the One Bemg was 
that it was intended to exclude plurahty This again is a funda- 

* TO ev ^ TO oAov, MSS ' Unity ’ here seems to mean that nmty -which is 
the property of a whole of parts, and to be used synonymously with ‘ whole¬ 
ness ' Cf ^45B 4, T« KOI oAov 

* ‘ Bemg ’ (oiala) here must mean the existence that results from a process 
of commg-into-being [ylvcms tls oialav) Campbell cites Farm 153c, where 
the commg-into-bemg of a whole of parts is descnbed The parts come 
mto bemg successively ' from beg innin g to end ’. ' the umty or whole itself' 
(to 5Aov Tt Kal ev) has come mto being ' at the same moment as the end ' 
(apta Tjj reXetirfj), 

* Compare the identification of the Whole with the Sum, Theaet 204A S. 
(P 149). 
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mental point of difference from the Fnends of Forms, who recognise 
a world of reality which is one (a whole of parts) and embraces 
a definite plurality (sioUd) of real bemgs, the many Forms, whose 
structure the Dialectician is to trace out in his divisions Further, 
each of these Forms is a ‘ one being and yet, if it is definable, it 
must be complex, a whole of those parts which will appear in its 
definition. Whatever is real, accordingly, partakes both of Umty 
and of Plurahty. 

Plato may have chosen to mark these pomts of difference here 
because he did not want to stress differences among ideahsts where 
they are confronted with materialists in the next section. 

245E-246E. T/ie Battie of Gods and Giants Idealists and Maten- 
aksis 

The Stranger now passes from his review of the archaic period 
to a picture of the battle that is always bemg waged by philosophers 
upon the fundamental issue between matenahsm and idealism, 

245E. Ste. So much, then, for those who give an exact account 
of what is real or unreal. We have not gone through them 
ah, but let this suffice. Now we must turn to look at those 
who put the matter in a different way, so that, from a com¬ 
plete review of all, we may see that reahty is ]ust as hard to 
define as unreahty 

Theaet. We had better go on, then, to their position. 

Campbell remarks that' those who give an exact account' of the 
real obviously include all the pre-Socratic philosophers who have 
been mentioned, and that the phrase probably means ‘ those who 
have defined precisely the number and the lands of bemg' (2420). 
He adds that the meaning of ‘ those who put the matter a different 
way ’ IS best inferred from the phrase with which it is contrasted : 
it means ‘ those who speak with less exactness ’. There is no reason 
to reject this natural mterpretation.^ The Stranger’s words do not 
imply that he is finally dismissmg all the pre-Socratic philosophers 
at this pomt, and passing on to a different set of Schools. He 
1 Attempts to interpret the phrases otherwise have been made in the 
interests of some theory as to the identity of the ‘ Fnends of Forms ’, who 
are among of aAAois Xiyovrts The word SittKpt^oXoyetoBai is rare (Stephanus 
quotes only two other occurrences, but cf Tim 38B), but transparent . 
StaxpipoBnai IS used by Socrates at Theaet. 1 84D m an apology for ‘ using 
language so precisely ’ If the second sense of Adyoj,' reckoning ', is contained 
m SioKpi^oAoyelofloi-—'to give a minute reckonmg'—it fits Campbell’s 
interpretation exactly 01 aAAur Adyoieres cannot mean ‘ the other side 
There is no sense of antagonism m SXKois, and the parties to the Battle (who 
are both included moi dAAuir Myovris) are not ranged in opposition to all the 
pre-Socratics 
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mf pns So far we have considered the earlier philosophers as 
stating, with precision, exactly how many real things there are 
—one, or two, or three, We have not exammed them all with 
the same thoroughness as Parmenides , but that will do. We will 
now bnng into our survey as well ‘ those who put the matter m a 
different way ’, and so see the difficulty of defining reahty from a 
complete review {ex navxcav) of all philosophers, mcluding these pre- 
Socratics and them successors, the contemporaries of Plato, and 
perhaps Plato himself. 

The earher division of the pre-Socratics into pluralists and the 
monist Parmenides suited Plato’s purpose of isolating the advocate 
of a One real thmg Plato was specially concerned to show the 
defects of Parmenides’ position from his own standpoint He now 
wishes to survey the whole field of philosophy from a different 
angle and to group all the philosophers with reference to what he 
takes to be, at aU times, the fundamental issue of the philosophic 
debate—materiahsm or idealism The pre-Socratics had seen that 
issue as the question between one real thmg or many, and argued 
on those lines with what may seem an archaic and pedantic pre¬ 
cision ' Those who put the matter differently ’ have now formu¬ 
lated the issue in its genuine significance. They are carrying on 
the battle in these new terms, but behind these modem protagomsts 
the pre-Socratics are still ranged in the rear The conflict of 
matenahsm and idealism was not an entirely fresh issue that 
had ansen for the first tune among the contemporaries of Plato 
Ever smce the sixth century the schools had been divided into two 
traditions ; on the one side the loman science of the Milesians and 
their successors, on the other the Italian tradition of the Pytha¬ 
goreans and Parmemdes The lonians, all through, had been seek¬ 
ing the real nature of things m some ultimate kind of matter or 
body, such as water or air or all the four elements The Itahans 
had sought reahty, not m tangible body, but in supersensible things 
The Pythagoreans (who have not been mentioned) made numbers 
the real nature of thmgs, and Parmemdes' One Being was not 
tangible body but an object of thought, possessmg none of the 
opposite qualities which our senses delusively profess to reveal, 
Accordmgly, the lomans had been essentially matenalists, not 
merely plurahsts, the Itahans essentially idealists, not merely 
monists Plato’s pecuhar veneration for Parmemdes shows that 
he regarded him as the precursor of his own philosophy 

At this point, then, the superficial way of contrastmg the physicists 
with Parmemdes accordmg to the ‘ precise ' number of real things 
they recogmsed, is merged m the really significant contrast between 
matenalist and ideahst. This is a battle of Gods and Giants which 
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is dedared to be ' always' going on. On the side of the Gods are 
all who at any time beheve that unseen things are the true realities ; 
on the side of the Giants all who at any time beheve that the real 
IS nothmg but body which they can touch and handle The two 
groups had been represented in earher days by the Italians and 
the lomans, but from now onwards no mdividual schools will be 
named. Here, as always, Plato is philosophising, not writing the 
history of philosophy. When he criticises individual schools, it is 
only to determine what he can take from them and what he must 
reject Both Gods and Giants are now to be asked what, from 
their pomts of view, they mean by ‘ real ’ 

246A Str What we shall see ^ is somethmg like a Battle of Gods 
and Giants going on between them over their quarrel about 
reahty 

Theaet How so ? 

Str. One party is trymg to drag everything down to earth 
out of heaven and the unseen, literally grasping rocks and 
trees in their hands , for they lay hold upon every stock and 
stone and strenuously affirm that real existence belongs only 
to that which can be handled and offers resistance to the 
B. touch They define reahty as the same thing as body, and 
as soon as one of the opposite party asserts that anything 
without a body is real, they are utterly contemptuous and 
will not hsten to another word. 

Theaet. The people you describe ate certainly a formid¬ 
able crew I have met quite a number of them before now 
Str Yes. and accordmgly their adversaries are very wary 
m defendmg their position somewhere m the heights of the 
unseen, mamtaining with all their force that true reahty 
consists m certain intelligible and bodiless Forms In the 
clash of argument they shatter and pulverise those bodies 
c which their opponents wield, and what those others allege 
to be true reahty they call, not real bemg, but a sort of 
movmg process of becoimng. On this issue an mterminable 
battle IS always gomg on between the two camps 
Theaet True 

Str. Suppose, then, we challenge each party in turn to 
render an accoimt of the reahty they assert 
■ TheaSt, How shall we do so ? 

Str It will be easier to obtain from those who place reahty 
m Forms, because they are more civihsed, harder, from 

‘ Kol \i^v, as m tragedy, where a person on the stage calls attention to the 
entry of a fresh character 
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246D those whose violence would drag everything down to the 
level of body—^perhaps, all but impossible However, I 
thmk I see the right way to deal with them. 

Theaet. What is that ? 

Str Best of aU, if it were anyhow possible, would be to 
bang about a real change of heart ^, but if that is beyond 
our power, to imagine them reformed and assume them 
willing to moderate their present lawlessness in answering 
our questions The better a man’s character is, the more 
force there will be in any agreement you make with him 
However, we are not concerned with them so much as with 
our search for the truth 
E. Theaet You are quite right 

Who are the materiahsts ’ There is no need to criticise all the 
many attempts to identify them with some particular school ® As 
we observed earher, the question put to the Ionian physicists,' What 
do you mean by real ^ ’ was left unanswered Now that they are 
merged m the new groupmg of Gods and Giants, the begmmngs of 
an answer come to hght ' the real is tangible body, and nothing 
else ‘ This answer had, in fact, emerged in the Atomism of Leu¬ 
cippus and Democritus—the last word of Ionian science. In their 
system the real is nothing but the atoms, which are essentially 
bodily substance, impenetrable, offering invincible resistance to 
touch. This is the matenalist’s account of the nature of the real 
It held the field later in Epicureanism, and nght on into modern 
times as the physicist’s answer Plato never mentions Leucippus 
and' Democritus by name or descnbes theu doctrine in precise 
terms, but the inference that he had never heard of Atomism is 
entirely incredible. The Sophist was written some sixty years after 
the probable floruits of Leucippus (about 430) and Democritus 
(about 420), and Plato had been for perhaps twenty years head of 
the Academy, to which students (including Anstotle) had come from 
aU quarters of Greece There is nothing against including the 

*' To make them better men m actual fact ' ' Better ’ has a moral colour¬ 
ing Materialism, as described m Laws x. 8S9 ff , leads in Plato's view to 
atheism and ' lawlessness ' The Giants are really making war on Heaven. 
The parallel with Laws 663c ttjv Kploeais (the decision between 

the more righteous or the pleasanter hfe) iroTspav Kvptwrtpav slyai 
jnSrepa Tr)v rfjs V ^eArforar , IS closer than Campbell 

thinks, though the context is different 

* Antisthenes (Dummler, Natorp, Zeller, Maier, etc ) , Antisthenes and the 
Atomists, merged in a general polemic on matenahsm (Campbell) , the 
Atomists and Aristippus (Schleiermacher. etc) , the Atomists only 
(Gomperz) , Melissus (Burnet) 
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Atomists in the materialist camp ^ But Theaetetus’ remark that 
he has met many of these matenahsts points rather to ‘ the crass 
unthinkmg corporeahsm of the average man' *—a type of materialist 
who must, no doubt, be included On the other hand, this battle 
of Gods and Giants is a philosophic battle, not a battle of one school 
of ideahsts agamst the unthmkmg average man The Giants in¬ 
clude all—^philosophers or average men—^who beheve that tangible 
body IS the sole reahty. That is precisely how they are defined, 
and there is no need to look for one set of persons who held that 
behef, to the exclusion of others. In all cases like this, it is better 
to suppose that Plato is discussmg exactly what he says he is 
discussing—^the tendency of thought that he defines, not one or 
another set of individuals who, more or less, exhibited that tendency 

246E-248A. A mark of the real is offered for the rmtenalists' 
acceptance 

The Stranger now begins his argument with the materialists. 
They identify the real with visible and tangible body, but we do 
not yet know what they mean by calhng this ‘ real The argument 
leads up to a definition—or rather a mark—of the ‘ real ’, offered 
for their acceptance The Stranger opens by mducing the 're¬ 
formed ’ or more reasonable matenahst to admit that there are 
thmgs, such as moral quahties, which are not visible or tangible 
bodies, and yet must exist, since we can be aware of their presence 
or absence in people’s souls 

246E. Str Well then, call upon these reformed characters to 
oblige you with an answer, and you shall act as their spokes¬ 
man 

Theaet. I will. 

Str Let them tell us, then, whether they admit that there 
IS such a thing as a mortal living creature 
Theaet. Of course they do. 

Str And they will agree that it is a body animated by 
a soul? 

Theaet. Certainly 

Str. Takmg a soul to be something real ? 

247. Theaet. Yes. 

* Bumet (Gk Phil 1. 279) objects that Democritus could not be meant 
because he ' asserted the reality of the void and could not be spoken of as 
makmg impact and contact the test of being ' But the Atomists expressly 
identified the Void with ' not-being ' or ' nothing ' and atoms with. ' being ' 
You do not refuse to call a man a materialist because he recognises the 
existence of empty space, which he calls ' nothmg' 

* Taylor, Plato (1926), 384 
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247, Stk. Again, they allow that one soul may he just, another 
unjust, or one wise, another foolish ? 

Theaet. Naturally. 

Str And that any soul comes to be just or the reverse 
by possessing justice or the reverse, which is present m it ? ^ 
Theaet Yes, they agree to that too. 

Str But surely they will admit that whatever can come 
to be present in a thing or absent from it is certainly a real 
thmg. 

Theaet Yes. 

B. Str. Granted, then, that justice or wisdom or any other 
sort of goodness or badness is real, and moreover that a 
soul m which they come to exist is real, do they maintain 
that any one of these things is visible and tangible, or are 
they all mvisible ? 

Theaet. They can hardly say that any one of them is 
visible. 

Str And do they really assert that somethmg that is not 
visible has a body ? 

Theaet. That question they do not answer as a whole 
without a distmction. The soul itself, they thmk, does 
possess a sort of body *, but when it comes to wisdom or 
any of the other things you asked about, they have not the 
c. face either to accept the inference that they have no place 
among real things or to persist m maintaining that they 
are all bodies. 

Str. That shows, Theaetetus, that they are genuinely re¬ 
formed characters. The Giants among them, of the true 
earth-bom breed, would not stick at any point; they 
would hold out to the end, that whatever they cannot 
squeeze between their hands is just nothmg at ill. 
Theaet I dare say that descnbes their state of mind. 
Str Let us question them further, then, for it is quite 

‘ If this sentence (with the plural ivavrCmv) is to be regularised, it is simplest 
to read SiKaioinln}: ^povija€tos]|> If« Ilapovali} (guaranteed by napaylyvcofiai 
following) should not be changed as Campbell suggested It is the ordinary 
non-technical word for the presence of a quality m a thing Cf Lysis 217D . 
Hair, turning white with age, comes to be white' by the presence of whiteness ' 
m it, as contrasted with the superficial whiteness of a face painted with white 
lead Gorg 497, The good are good ' by the presence of goodness' in them 
Charm 159A 

* The soul had been regarded both popularly and by philosophers before 
Plato as consisting of a subtle and invisible kind of matter. The Atomists 
continued to mamtam that it was composed of atoms, hke everythmg else, 
only its atoms were round and so specially mobile 
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247c enough for our purpose if they consent to admit that even 

D. a small part of reahty is bodiless. They must now tell us 
this • when they say that these bodiless things and the other 
thmgs which have body are alike ‘real’, what common 
character that emerges as covering both sets of things have 
they in view ’ It is possible they may be at a loss for an 
answer. If that is their state of mmd, you must consider 
whether they would accept at our suggestion a description 
of the real and agree to it 

Theaet What description "> Perhaps we can tell, if you 
will state it 

Str. I suggest that anything has real being, that is so 

E. constituted as to possess any sort of power either to affect 
anything else or to be affected, in however small a degree, 
by the most insignificant agent, though it be only once. I 
am proposing as a mark to distmguish real things, that 
they are nothing but power.^ 

Theaet. Well, they accept that, having for the moment 
no better suggestion of their own to offer. 

Str That will do, for later on both they and we perhaps 
248 may change our minds. For the present, then, let us take 
it that this agreement stands between us and the one party 
Theaet. It does. 

The meaning of ‘ power ' Before considenng the general signifi¬ 
cance of this argument with the matenahsts, somethmg must be said 
about the previous history of the word translated ‘ power ’. 

' Dynamis ’ is the substantive answermg to the common verb ' to 
be able ’ (diivaadat), and it covers the abihty to be acted upon as 
well as the ability to act on something else, whereas most of the 
correspondmg Enghsh words—^power, force, potency, etc.—suggest 
active, as opposed to passive, abihty. Dynamis includes passive 
capacity, receptivity, susceptibihty, as well. 

The notion of body or matter as endowed with properties both 
active and passive, capacities of both causing and suffermg modifica¬ 
tions, is deeply rooted in primitive common sense The warmth in 
my hand is capable of actmg on a stone and makmg it warm , it 
IS also capable of being acted on by ice and reduced to, or replaced 

^ TWtfiai Y&p Spov opt^fiv TO ina as ianv oiK aXSo n nXrjy S^a/tis The 
construction is difficult I think the sentence ought to mean that the 
mark of real things (not the real things themselves) is nothing but power 
This sense could be obtained if we could translate ' 1 am proposing a mark 
to distinguish real things—that there is nothing else but power (to serve as 
such a mark) ’ or ‘ that tt (the mark) is nothing but power ’ But neither 
rendering seems defensible 
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by, coldness. The notion had acquired a technical significance in 
medicine, for obvious reasons. A doctor’s business is to find sub¬ 
stances that will modify our physical states, things that have healing 
powers or virtues. Regardmg from this standpomt all substances 
that serve as food or drugs, he studies their properties to find those 
that will have the nght action. He thinks of ‘ the salt ’, ‘the 
bitter‘the sweet ’, ‘the astringent ’, etc., not simply as permanent 
states of a substance, but as ‘ powers ’ or ‘ virtues ’, and of the 
similar properties of the ‘ patient’s' body (d ndaxcov) as capable 
of bemg modified by the action of a corrective drug or diet. Review- 
mg the use of the word dynamts in the medical waters. Dr Souilhd * 
points out that it tended more and more to take on a special mean- 
mg, best illustrated by the Hippocratic tract On Ancient Medicine. 
He concludes ® that the term compnses two mutually complementary 
ideas (i) Substances manifest themselves by theu quahties. 
Things are made sensible by these properties, such as ‘ the cold 
' the hot', ‘ the bitter ' the salt which allow them to enter mto 
relation with other bodies. These are so many dwd/ieiQ, distinct 
entities which constitute, so to say, the ' exteriorisation' of the 
substance But (2) these entities themselves can only be known 
m action, their action is their raison d'itre ; action characterises 
and mdividuahses them. ‘ The cold ’ differs from ‘ the hot ’ or from 
‘ the bitter ’ or from ‘ the salt' because it produces a certain deter¬ 
minate effect. It can be combined with the other qualities, but will 
never be confounded with them, because its action is not identical 
with theirs This action of quahties, again, is then: dynamis. The 
term designates at once their essence and their proper manner of 
maiufestmg themselves. 

Later, Dr Souiihd observes that in those Hippocratic treatises 
which show the influence of early cosmological ideas, the term 
dynamis stands for the characteristic property of bodies, theur 
exterior and sensible aspect, which makes it possible to determine 
and specify them. Thanks to the dynamis, the mysterious ‘ nature' 
{physts), the substantial ' form ’ (etdos) or primordial element, 
makes itself known, and does so by its action. This explains 
why it was possible, especially at a later date, to pass from the 
known to the unknown, from the appearance to the reality, and 
how easy it was to identify the ‘ nature' (j>hysis) with the dynamis ® 

* J SouUhfi, titude sur le terme dvvafus dans Its dialogues de Platan (Pans. 

1919), p 5 S *Op at., p 36 

• For instance, Protag 349B Are wisdom, temperance, courage, justice, 
piety, five names for one thmg, or is there, underlying each of these names, 
a peculiar bemg (oiofa) or thing havmg its own proper dynamis (irpSyjia iyov 
iavToO Swajuj' eKaarav), no one of them bemg like (ofov) another ? Compare 
with this Hippocrates, De naiura homims 5 (Littr^ vi, 40) The four humours 
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To state the nature of a thing is the same as to state its property, 
since the nature is made evident only by the property, the two 
are inseparable, and a genuine causal link unites them Some¬ 
times the two cire almost synonymous ,* but usually a distinction 
IS perceptible, which is illustrated by the following passage from 
Menon's Jatnca . ' Phihstion holds that we are composed of four 
forms [IdSai), that is to say, of four elements • fire, air, water, 
earth. Each of these has its dynamts fire has the hot, air the 
cold, water the moist, earth the dry’ Dr Souilh6 then shows 
how the Sophists adapted and transposed this terminology and 
finally facihtated the mtroduction of it into philosophy. 

In Plato’s earher writings there is hardly any occasion for the 
term m its medical sense, though dynamis meaning the ‘ virtue ’ 
of a drug occurs in the Charmtdes (156B) But m the Pktlebus 
(29A.), he says that the small portion contained m our bodies of 
each of the four elements is weak and impure, and ‘ the dynamts 
it possesses is not worthy of its nature {physis) ’ And again, the 
dynamis of ‘ the moist ’ is to replemsh that which is dried up (31E). 
The word naturally occurs most frequently in the physical and 
physiological discussions of the Tmaeus. It is there used of the 
active properties of the four elements (320), the pungent properties 
of substances like soda (66a) , acnd and saline dynameis, coupled 
with a variety of colours and bitternesses, charactenstic of the 
blood in decomposing blood-vessels (82E), the congeahng power 
of fibrine acting on the blood (850) 

The passive dynamis, the capacity for receiving ‘ affections ‘ of 
which the nature or constitution is susceptible, is less often men¬ 
tioned. But m the Republic (507c) the most precious work of 
the creator of the senses is said to be ‘ the power of seeing and 
hemg seen ’ The power of seeing is the faculty of vision m the 
eye, the power of being seen belongs to colour residmg m visible 
things It is given to them by the sunlight (509B) Summmg up 
the philosophic use of the word in Plato, Dr. Souilhd says 1 that 
the Platomc dynamts can be defined as the property or quahty 
which reveals the nature of a thing It may be manifested under 
one or other of two aspects . as an activity or principle of action, 

are distinguished by ‘ convention ’ (Kara vifiov, t e the recognised usage of 
language) by four names, and equally by nature (*0™ their forms 

(iSfai) are distinct phlegm 13 not like (foocAai) blood, or blood like bde, 
they differ in colour, and tactile qualities, warmth, cold, dryness, moisture 
Things so different in form and dynamts cannot be one thing, each has its 
own dynamts and nature {fnaarov avrwv hwayUv re koI rrir ioiuroS), 
11 you give a man a drug which draws the phlegm, he will vomit phlegm, if 
you give him one that draws bile, he wiU vomit bile. 

1 Op cit . p 149 
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of movement, or as a state or principle of passivity, of resistance. 
By either aspect, or sometimes by both, it unveils the mmost and 
hidden nature of things ; still more, it distmgmshes their essences. 
The dynamis makes it possible to give each thmg a name conform¬ 
ing to its pecuhar constitution, and places thmgs in separate 
groups In a word, it is at once a principle of knowledge and a 
prmciple of diversity. 

There are two places m particular where ‘ the power of acting 
and bemg acted upon ’—the phrase we have in the Sophist —occurs. 
In the first {Phaedrus, 270B ff.) the medical associations are recalled. 
The art of Rhetoric, mstead of being concerned with pedantic 
questions of style, the divisions of a speech, and so forth, ought 
to study the soul, which oratory is to mfiuence Rhetoric should 
analyse the nature of the soul as medicme analyses the body, and 
administer arguments as the doctor admimsters drugs and diet 
with a knowledge of their proper effect. Hippocrates said that 
the nature of the body could not be known apart from the nature 
of the whole world. This is still more true of the soul, and if we 
would study the nature of anything whatever, we must first analyse 
the complex mto its simple constituents, and then, when we have 
reached the simple, study ‘ what power it has by nature either to 
act upon sometMng or to be affected m some way ’ The imphca- 
tion seems to be that the simple and unanalysable nature can only 
be manifested and known by the effects it can produce and suffer. 

The other passage is the analysis of sensation m the Theaetstus 
(156A ff). Here the sentient organ and the external object are 
regarded as slow processes of change, having the power respectively 
to be acted upon and to act But where the actual process of 
sense-perception is described, it is treated as symmetncal eye 
and object alike are both active and passive. The swift motion 
of the visual current comes from the eye to encounter a swift 
motion from the object; both are thus active. These motions 
coalesce and generate a pair of offsprmg. sensation and colour. 
The eye then ‘ becomes full of vision ’—a seemg eye ; the object 
is saturated with whiteness and becomes a white thing. This is 
the passive aspect for both: the organ has its ' affection ’, the 
object acquires its quahty. 

Fmally, the conception of the active and passive dynamis may 
be illustrated from Anstotle.*^ Inqmnng what qualities must be 
present m the simple bodies (earth, water, air, fire), Aristotle con¬ 
siders what are the fundamental quahties that must be common 
to aU perceptible bodies. He decides on Hot and Cold, Dry 
and Moist, qualities of touch which are the essential mark of per- 
^ De gen et corr B, u 
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ceptible bodies as such. These, like all perceptible quahties, are 
‘ powers of acting and being acted upon ‘, they are the ‘ affective 
quahties ’ of Categories 8. Their power is shown in the action and 
reaction of all bodies, animate or not, when they come mto con¬ 
tact. In the special case of sensation, if one of the two bodies 
IS animate, the physical change due to the action of the external 
object will be accompamed by an activity of the soul, sensation, 
the awareness of physical change ^ 

These developments serve to connect the Stranger’s suggestion 
to the matenahsts with the question put earher to the archaic 
physiasts " When you say Hot and Cold, or some such pair, 
really are all thmgs, what do you mean by calhng both ‘ real ’ ? " 
The Hot and the Cold are typical ‘ powers ’ m the early cosmolo- 
gists, ® the medical wnters, and Aristotle Now that these physicists 
are merged m the matenahst party, the suggestion supplies the 
answer that was not given earher. The geneial mark of what they 
call ‘ real' is ‘ the power of actmg and being acted upon ’. The 
' real things ' they recogmsed are essentially dynamets. 

We can now consider the drift of the whole argiunent. The 
matenahst’s warrant for beheving m the reahty of tangible body 
IS simply that it has the power of affecting ks sense of touch. 
But this power of making a difference that he can be aware of is, 
we have argued, not confined to visible and tangible things He 
can know that justice is present in or absent from a soul. So 
justice has the same right to be called real. The reasonable 
matenahst must then surrender tangibihty as the mark of the 
real, and substitute ‘ the power of actmg and bemg acted upon ’, 
which belongs to ‘ the just' equally with ' the hot ’ or ‘ the cold ’ 
He is thus ousted from his onginal position that only bodies are 
real and brought some of the way towards the full admission that 
not merely the justice residing in an mdividual soul, but Justice 
Itself, IS real—a unique object of thought that can be known with¬ 
out any use of the bodily senses No attempt, however, is made 
to extract this further concession 
Is Plato himself committed to this ‘ mark ' of reahty—^for it is 
offered only as a mark, not as a definition ? ® Theaetetus accepts 

Physics vu, 2, 2446, 10 

’ Parmenides (frag 9), for instance, uses Swa/sets for the contrary perceptible 
qualities ranged in pairs under the two main ' Forms Light (Fire) and 
Darkness (Night) 

’ The word opos is used at 247B and again at 248c, not Aoyos It is a mark, 
not a definition, of man that he is capable of laughter Spov Spileiv [Gorg 
470B) is to draw a boundary-line marking o 3 something from other things, 
hence Spos comes to mean a * defimtion ’ Adyor is the definition giving 
the explicit statement of a complex content or meaning 
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it provisionally, and the Stranger remarks that we may change 
our mmds later. The general impression left is that Plato regarded 
the argument as one that a reasonable materiahst would accept 
He himself might hold that nothmg is real that cannot be in some 
way known, and yet not hold that ‘ to be real ’ means to possess 
whatever power of acting or bemg acted on is thereby imphed 
That he does not in fact regard this as the definition of ' real is 
clear , for in a later section (2490 if.) the question, What does 
reahty (Being, Existence) mean ? is put by the Stranger to himself 
and Theaetetus as still unanswered. 

248A-249D. The Idealists must concede that reahty includes some 
changing things 

The Stranger now turns to the ideahsts. Will the ' Fnends of 
Forms ' accept the ' power of acting and being acted upon ' as the 
mark of the reahties they beheve m ? 

248A. Str. Let us turn, then, to the opposite party, the friends 
of Forms Once more you shall act as their spokesmsm 
Theaet I will 

Str. We understand that you make a distinction between 
‘ Beconung ’ and ‘ Real bemg ’ and speak of them as separate 
Is that so ? 

Theaet Yes. 

Str And you say that we have intercourse with ^ Becom¬ 
ing by means of the body through sense, whereas we have 
intercourse with Real bemg by means of the soul through 
reflection And Real being, you say, is always in the 
same unchanging state, whereas Becoming is vanable 
B. Theaet We do. 

Str Admirable But now what are we to take you as 
meanmg by this expression ' mtercourse ’ which you apply 
to both ^ Don’t you mean what we described a moment 
ago ? 

Theaet What was that ? 

Str The experiencing an effect or the production of one, 

* KoLvmvdv (' are la touch with Taylor) is chosen as a neutral word covering 
all forms of cognition, the usual words (iiSeeai, yiyvcoff/fcu', eirioTaotfai, 
alaBavfaBat, etc ) being too much specialised and associated either with 
knowledge to the exclusion of sensation, and perception or mce versa Koivuvctv 
IS ' to enter into relations with ' It is used of social and business mtercourse, 
and also of sexual mtercourse, a metaphor already used in the analysis of 
sensation in the Theaetelus (see p 47) Kotvcuvety here is a psychological 
term for cognition, and this use has no connection (such as Campbell imagmes) 
with its use later to describe the ' combination ’ of Forms (xoivaiwa tiSuiy) 
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248B. arising, as the result of some power, from things that en¬ 
counter one another. Perhaps, Theaetetus, you may not 
be able to catch their answer to this, but I, who am famihar 
with them, may be more successful 
Theaet What have they to say, then ? 
c Str. They do not agree to the proposition we put just 
now to the earth-born Giants about reahty 
Theaet. You mean-? 

Str. We proposed as a suJE&cient mark of real things the 
presence in a thmg of the power of being acted upon or 
of actmg m relation to however insignificant a thing.i 
Theaet Yes. 

Str. Well, to that ‘they reply that a power of acting and 
being acted upon belongs to Becommg, but neither of 
these powers is compatible with Real being. 

Theaet. And there is something m that answer? 

Str. Somethmg to which we must reply by a request for 

D. more enhghtenment Do they acknowledge further that 
the soul knows and Real bemg is known ? 

Theaet Certainly they agree to that 
Str Well, do you agree that knowing or being known is 
an action, or is it expenencing an effect, or both ? Or is 
one of them expenencmg an effect, the other an action ? 
Or does neither of them come under either of these heads 
at all? 2 

Theaet Evidently neither, otherwise our fnends would 
be contradicting what they said earher. 

Str I see what you mean They would have to say this ® 

E. If knowing is to be actmg on somethmg, it follows that 
what IS known must be acted upon * by it, and so, on this 
showmg, Reahty when it is bemg known by the act of 
knowledge must, m so far as it is known, be changed owmg 

' vpos ri oiHKp 6 raTov hp&y, cf 247E, ini roS ijraviordrov {na 6 etv) and Phaeirus 
270D, rfiv Btlva^LLV airoG riva. npit tC ni^vKfv els to hpS.v e^ov ^ rlva els to naSetv 
ini toQ 

* The Stranger puts all the possible ways of regarding knowing He does 
not suggest that it must be an action, not a being-acted-upon, but that it 
may be either, or both, or neither The Idealists m their next reply take up 
only one of these suggestions—^that knowing is an action—and object to that 
“ SE pavBdvoi' rdSe ye (sc ie'yoiev dv) What follows is put mto the mouths 
of the Idealists, who state their objection to regardmg knowmg as an action 
They ignore the possibility that luiowmg is an affection of the soul, acted 
upon by the object M Difes prmts riie ye, but translates to he or to Be ye 
' mats, ceci, au movns, ils Vavoutront '—a rendering which makes the Stranger 
force on the Idealists the alternative that knowing is an action, 

‘ Or ‘ affected ’—a rendering that more clearly implies suffenng some change. 
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248E to being so acted upon , and that, we say, cannot happen 
to the changeless 
Theaet. Exactly 

Str But tell me, in heaven’s name are we really to be 
so easily convinced that change, life, soul, understanding 
have no place in that which is perfectly real—that it has 
249 neither life nor thought, but stands immutable m solemn 
aloofness, devoid of intelhgence ^ 

Theaet That, sir, would be a strange doctrine to accept 
Str But can we say it has mtelhgence without having 
life? 

Theaet Surely not 

Str But if we say it contams both, can we deny that it 
has soul in which they reside ? 

Theaet How else could it possess them ? 

Str. But then, if it has intelligence, life, and soul, can 
we say that a hving thmg remams at rest in complete 
changdessness ? 

B Theaet vMl that seems to me unreasonable 

Str. In that case we must admit that what changes and 
change itself are real things. 

Theaet Certainly 

The Stranger now draws conclusions (i) As just agreed, if 
Reahty consists solely of unchangeable tlungs, mtelhgence will 
have no real existence anywhere. But {2) if Reahty consists solely 
of things that are perpetually changmg (as the Heracleiteans said), 
there can be no mtelhgence or knowledge (3) Therefore ' Reahty 
or the sum of things ' must contam both changmg and unchangmg 
thmgs 

249B Str. From this, however, it follows, Theaetetus, first, 
that, if all thmgs are unchangeable ^ no mtelhgence can 
really exist anywhere in anythmg with regard to any object 
Theaet Quite so. 

Str And, on the other hand, if we allow that all thmgs 
are moving and changmg, on that view equally we shall 
be exduding mtelhgence from the class of real things. 
Theaet How so ? 

* aKimjroiv re ofTcuv C^wdyraii/^, Badham This gives the conclusion required, 
and ndvTiDv IS supported by ndvra in the next speech Without mvraiv, dxir^Twv 
SvTuiv must be governed by /iTjSevl to make sense, and the statement that 
' nothing unchangeable has intelligence ' is not a fresh conclusioii, having 
already been stated, nor is it the conclusion demanded by the following 
context The pomt is that, if the whole of Reality excludes change, intelhgence 
(which involves life and therefore change) will have no real existence anywhere 
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249B Str Do you think that, without rest, there could ever 
c. be anything that abides constant in the same condition 
and in the same respects ? 

Theaet. Certainly not. 

Str. And without such objects can you make out that 
mtelligence exists or could ever exist anywhere ? 

Theaet. It would be quite impossible. 

Str, Well then, all the force of reasoning must be enlisted 
to oppose anyone who tries to maintam any assertion 
about anything at the same time that he suppresses know¬ 
ledge or understanding or mteUigence 
Theaet. Most certamly. 

Str On these grounds, then, it seems that only one 
course is open to the philosopher who values knowledge 
and the rest above all else. He must refuse to accept 
D. from the champions either of the One or of the many 
Forms the doctrine that all Reality is changeless, and 
he must turn a deaf ear to the other party who represent 
Reahty as everywhere changmg. Like a child beggmg for 
' both he must declare that Reahty or the sum of things 
is both at once—all that is unchangeable and all that is in 
change. 

Theaet. Perfectly true. 

In the concluding passage the idealists who believe m ‘ many 
Forms ’ are grouped with, but distmguished from, the Eleatics, 
the champions of the One Being What they have m common is 
their msistence upon the changelessness of the real they both 
maintam that the whole of reahty, ' the All excludes all change 
and motion It is put to them that this means excluding all life, 
soul, mtelhgence from the real —a position as fatal to the reality 
of knowledge as the opposite Heradeitean thesis (already dismissed 
in the Theaeietus, p 98), that the whole of the real is m perpetual 
change. 

Who are these Friends of Forms ? The plam fact is that every 
feature of theu’ doctnne, which is described in some detail, can be 
illustrated from Plato’s own earlier works, and that we know of 
no other school that held a theory of reahty even resembhng it.* 

' For the benefit of scholars (see Campbell’s note) who have never asked 
a child, ' Which hand will you have ?' I quote a letter from Mary Lamb 
(Aug 20,1815) on a visit to Cambridge " We were walkmg the whole time—■ 
out of one College into another If yon ask me which I like best. I must 
make the children's traditionary unofiending reply—‘ Both ’ " 

* As Ritter {Platon 11, 132) remarks, no one could ever have doubted that 
the Friends of Forms include the Platomc Socrates of the Phaedo and Republic, 
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The Gods, in this battle vnth the Giants, include all ideahsts, all 
believers in unseen intelligible realities. Parmenides is expressly 
referred to, and the Pythagoreans (though not mentioned) belonged 
to that western tradition which had always stood in contrast with 
the matenahstic science of loma The battle is one that is always 
gomg on between the two camps, on a fundamental issue of philos¬ 
ophy. It is ndiculous to conceive it as a quarrel between (say) 
Antisthenes or Mehssus on the one side and the Meganans or a 
misgmded section of the Academy on the other Plato knew well 
enough that his own theory of Forms was by far the most important 
product of the idealist tradition. He could not leave himself out 
of the picture The theory of Forms has already been submitted 
to the criticism of Parmemdes. Why should it not be cnticised 
here by one of Parmemdes’ disciples ? As we have remarked, it 
is Plato’s purpose in this dialogue to set his own doctrine beside 
the Eleatic and to mark exactly the points in which he must differ 
from Parmenides The gist of the Stranger’s cnticism is that the 
Friends of Forms have stated their view of reahty in terms that 
are too Eleatic, They have taken changelessness as the mark of 
Real being, and relegated all change to the world of Becommg 

The theory of the Friends of Forms is the theory stated m the 
Phaedo and cnticised in the Parmemdes (i) They ' make a dis¬ 
tinction between Becommg and Bemg and speak of them as 
separate '. Socrates had used the same words in the Parmemdes 
' If one distinguishes the Forms by themselves as separate ’, and 
Parmemdes had repeated it ' Have you yourself made this dis¬ 
tinction you speak of—certain Forms and on the other hand the 
things that partake of them, each separate from the other ^ ^ 
The emphasis in both dialogues falls upon the separation (xcoQia/itds) 
of the Ideal world from the many changmg thmgs of sense 

(2) The Fnends of Forms speak of two contrasted kmds of 
cognition intercourse with Becoming by means of the body 
through sense , and with Being by means of the soul through 
reflection This suggests a complete distinction between two 
fields of objects, the unseen and mteUigible Forms and the visible 
objects of the bodily senses AH this is m the Phaedo (79A) 

if the temporal sequence of the dialogues had been correctly determmed 
earlier than it was Ritter himself identifies the Friends of Forms with 
members of the Academy who took the doctnnes of personal immortahty 
and of bodiless Forms, as set forth in the Phaedo, more seriously and hteraUy 
than Plato himself intended 

1 Soph 248A, yeveoiv, -niv S’ ouofar ’"n' SieWfiEnoi , Farm 129D, 

idv Tif Staip^rat aura KflS' aSra ra ethjj I30B, aii ovto} Siy/)yoat dis 

Xdyeis, xoipts fiev eiSij oera arra, x^pip ra rovrwv aS fiertxovTa , see Introd , 
P 7 
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there are two orders of things, the unseen and unchanging, and 
the visible that is always changing We ourselves consist of soul 
and body. The soul as unseen is akin to the unseen objects , the 
body, as a visible thing, to the visible When the soul studies 
things ‘ through the senses ’, she is dragged down by the body and 
confused , when she is ‘ by herselfreflecting on changeless objects 
without the senses, she has wisdom. So agam m the Republic 
(544A) the lower kind of cognition is ' concerned with Becoming ‘ 
(TOgi ydveaiv), the higher kind with ‘ Being ’ (yiegl oialav). 

(3) The Fnends of Forms take unchangeablentes as the mark 
of real Being, vanability as the mark of Becommg This had been 
asserted in the Phaedo with all possible emphasis.^ The Forms 
admit no sort of change, whereas the many sensible things never 
remain the same. In the Phaedo and Republic the ideal world is 
constantly spoken of as excluding any change, and this was always 
treated as the necessary condition for the existence of knowledge. 

Now in the Parmenides the last criticism brought against the 
theory of Forms was that, if the Forms exist m a separate world 
‘ by themselves ’, there is danger that they may be beyond the 
reach of the knowledge which exists in our souls here ‘ in our 
world ’ [naq' ’fjplv). A god might possess perfect knowledge, but 
can our imperfect knowledge ever reach the Forms ? Yet Par¬ 
menides admits that without the Forms theie cannot be any dis¬ 
course at all. The Forms must exist and be knowable. The 
whole drift of the criticism is that the ' separation ’ of Forms from 
thmgs in our world has been too sharply drawn and over-emphasised 
The same impression is conveyed here by the Stranger The 
Fnends of Forms are extremists who, like the Eleatics, want to 
make the whole of reahty changeless Although they speak of 
knowledge as an mtercourse of the soul with reahty by reflection, 
they will not admit that this is analogous to the intercourse with 
Becoming through the senses, for fear that some ' affection ’ of 
the real should be imphed, mconsistent with its unchangmg char¬ 
acter. The Stranger demands from them, as earher from the 
matenalists, a concession. But what exactly is this concession ? 

When the Stranger protests that mtelhgence, life, and therefore 
change must have a place in ‘ that which is perfectly real ’, he 
cannot mean that everything which is perfectly real must be ahve 

^ Soph 248A, ovTtos ovalav rjv d<l Kata rairi tiaailTWS Ix^ev pari, yivniiv 
ti dMoTc a)iXu>s Phaedo, 78c, amp dclirard raurdical waavrcos are most likely 
to be mcomposite, rd Sd dhXore dhh<os /(ol fiTfSirrore Kara radrd to be composite 
AM) oiola never admits any change. del odrdli' eKamov S itm, fiovoeiiis ov 
axno Ka&^ avro, waadroys Kara ravrd Kcd ovSdrrorc ovhap^ ovhaficos dhhaluioiv 
pihipiiav ivbix^rai 
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and therefore changing. The Forms, considered as objects of 
knowledge, must be unchangeable. This is asserted m later 
dialogues,^ and in the conclusion here : there can be no intelhgence 
without unchanging objects The Forms are never represented 
as liv in g and thinkmg bemgs As the conclusion shows, the Stranger 
means by ' that which is perfectly real' the whole world of real 
being. ‘ The real or the sum of things' (td Sv re xal to ndv 2490) 
must mclude ‘ both all that is unchangeable and all that is in 
changeThe world of real being, in fact, does not consist solely 
of the unchanging Forms (as the earher dialogues had frequently 
suggested), but must contain as weU life, soul, intelhgence, and 
such change as they imply 

What may easily mislead the reader is this. the Stranger’s 
protest follows immediately upon the idealists’ objection that, if 
knowmg is an action, reahty, in bemg known, must be acted upon 
and so changed It appears at first sight as if the Stranger himself 
must think that what is known is changed by bemg known. The 
conclusion, as we have seen, excludes the idea that the nature or 
content of a Form could possibly be altered by the act of know¬ 
ledge. But it may be weU to review here the whole argument 
with regard to knowledge. 

In the first place, we may note that the ideahsts’ conception of 
the intercourse between Becoming and the bodily senses exactly 
agrees with the analysis of sensation in the Theaetetus —a further 
proof that that analysis is Plato’s own. They have reduced the 
alleged hard and changeless * being ’ of physical bodies to ‘ a sort 
of mtmng process of becoming’.® Our mtercourse with this 
process is ' an affection or action arising, as the result of some 
power, from things that encounter one another ’, viz sense-organs 
and external objects. The conception of the active and passive 
dynamis is the same as that offered to the Giants, and the ideahsts 
accept it as belongmg to Becommg. All this fits exactly the 
account given m the Theaetetus. The Stranger has, in fact, offered 
to the matenahst Plato’s own account of the nature of those per¬ 
ceptible bodies which the materiahst regards as real, and of the 
intercourse we have with them m perception. So far as this sort 
of cogmtion is concerned, the reformed matenahst who accepts 
the offer is at one with the Fnends of Forms, who already hold 
that theory. 

On the other hand, the matenahst was mduced to accept the 
dynamis theory, because we proved to him that his ongmal identifi¬ 
cation of the real with the tangible was not wide enough to include 

E g Timaeus 28 a , 52A, etc , Philebus 59A, c 
® 246c, yheaiv ijiepoiitviiv riva Cf Theaet 156A ft (p 4 ®)* 
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certain boffless things, such as justice, whose reality has as good 
a warrant. But what will the Friends of Forms say to making 
the power of acting and bemg acted upon the mark of reality? 
What they do say {248c) is that the dymrnis theory apphes to Be- 
commg only, not to Being or Reahty (oderh) The pomt put to 
them by the Stranger may be stated thus: ' You conceive our 
intercourse with physical objects m this way. Must you not 
recognise an analogous intercourse between the soul which knows 
by reflection and the reahty known ? ’ It is a fact that the same 
metaphor of sexual intercourse that runs through the analysis of 
sense-perception in the Theaetetus had been used by Plato for the 
intercourse of the highest part of the soul with truth or reality. 
Socrates in the Republic (490A) says that the true lover of know¬ 
ledge strives towards reahty and cannot rest among appearances, 
His passion (ifgmg) will not be blimted nor cease until he lays hold 
upon true bemg with the kmdred part of his soul, whereby he 
approaches and is married (rtAijondhag xal with reality, 

begets {yew^aaq) intelhgence and truth, and gains knowledge, 
true life and nourishment. So only will he cease from travail 
((bdivoq). So agam in the Symposium (ai2A) the ascent to the 
vision of the Beautiful ends m a mamage of the soul with truth 
and the begetting of true virtue The question now put to the 
ideahsts may be interpreted as meanmg Is this marriage of the 
soul with reality mere metaphor ? Is not something analogous 
to the marriage of sense with its objects involved in the conception 
of knowledge ? How else can we overcome that sharp separation 
of the thinking soul in our world from the unchanging world of 
Forms, which Parmemdes had pointed out as threatenmg Socrates’ 
presentation of his theory of Forms ? 

The subsequent argument may be understood as showing that 
Plato, though he stiU held that the Forms must be changeless, has 
become aware that he ought not any longer to speak as if the Forms 
were the whole of reality. Life, soul, and mtelhgence do not exist 
only in our world of Becoming; they too must be real. The sort 
of change that they imply must have a real existence. Again, 
our own souls, if they are immortal and akin to the Forms, must 
be real, though they animate bodies in time and space. Life is 
not motion m space or the modification of physical qualities. It is 
spiritual movement. In the Phaedrus Plato has defined the soul 
as that which moves itseK and is the source of all other motion; 
and he will repeat this m the Luws. Spintual motions—thoughts, 
desires, feelings, etc.—are pnor to all physical motions, and they 
reside m the soul of the umverse and in our own souls. This is 
the motion which the ideahsts are required to admit mto ‘ that 

246 



THE FRIENDS OF FORMS 

which is perfectly real’. Just as the reformed materialist was 
induced to surrender the mark of tangibility and enlarge his con¬ 
ception of the real to include some bodiless things, so the reformed 
ideahst must surrender the mark of changelessness and allow that 
the real includes spiritual motion, as well as the unchanging Forms 

The question whether knowing and being known do not involve 
something analogous to the physical mtercourse of perception seems 
to be left unanswered. The Stranger neither asserts this nor denies 
it. In this Battle of the Gods and Giants Plato stands between 
the two camps Looking down upon the material world as con¬ 
ceived by the Atomists, he sees a disorderly chaos of atormc bodies, 
each with its shape filled with that impenetrable solid stuff which 
the Atomist called ‘ being' or substance In his own theory of 
matter as stated in the Timaeushe pulverises this alleged being and 
reduces it to a movmg process, the restless change of qualitative 
' powers Thus he describes the contents of space, ‘ the nurse of 
becommgbefore the creator imposes form and number in the 
distinct geometrical figures of the primary bodies.* Lookmg in 
the other direction at the heaven of boddess intelligible Forms 
which he had himself created, agam he sees a pattern of Forms, 
each with its pecuhar character, fiixed in the uumobihty of Eleatic 
‘ bemg ’ But is this pattern, as his earher language had constantly 
imphed, the whole of the real ? In the Republic itself knowledge 
is compared to vision, and without light the eye has not' the power 
of seeing ' nor its object' the power of being seen ’. The light comes 
from a source that is ' beyond being ’. Perhaps what is here m 
his mind may be illustrated by Shelley’s image of the dome of 
many-coloured glass that stams the white radiance of eternity. 
The Forms are like the pattern of colours on the dome, but reahty 

* Timaeus 52D Space contains the fiop^iat (characters or qualities, not 
' shapes ') of the four elements, and is filled with their unbalanced ' powers ' 
(SwafMtr), before the creator hieaxtinarharo tlitai itol dpi 9 /iotr I believe 
that a careful study of Plato's account of matter in the Ttmasus 47E ff leads 
to the conclusion that he does not reduce matter simply to space, figured by 
the geometrical shapes characteristic of the four primary bodies These shapes 
are not empty, but filled with ‘ motions ' or changes, which are Siivd/wis (52B), 
having the power of acting on one another and on the organs of sentient 
creatures Such, in the living world, is the irrational element which never 
exists without the other element of divine order, though it 13 mythically 
pictured as a pre-existmg chaos (30A, 52D) The changes must be attnbuted 
to the irrational element in the world's soul' befcie ' it is reduced to order by 
Reason They replace the alleged sobd impenetrable and unchanging stuS of 
the Remocritean atom, which involves the reduction of all change to locomo¬ 
tion of unchangmg bodies and excludes all life from what is declared to be the 
sole reality (ri 5 v, for space, though it exists, is ‘ not-being') If this inter¬ 
pretation IS correct, the agreement of the Ttmaeus with the Thetuteivs and 
Sophut is complete 
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must include the radiance that shines through them. The word 
‘ intercourse ’ suggests the type of relation that subsists in social 
fellowship—not action on a purely passive object, but action that 
meets with a response. There is an intelligence in the world, which 
answers to our mtelhgence, and of which, the Philebus declares, our 
intelligence is a part. How exactly that intelligence or hfe or soul 
is related to the Forms is a question that can only be answered in 
the figurative language of the Timaeus. 

Here the review of all the philosophers’ conceptions of the real 
comes to an end. We set out upon this survey in order to seek a 
justification for speaking of eidola —things that are not wholly real 
and yet have some sort of existence—and also of falsity m thought 
and speech. The reader might now expect that the discussion of 
reality as conceived by the materialist and the ideahst should lead 
on to an explanation of etdola, how they are related to ‘ the perfectly 
real ’. But this hope is disappointed. The next division of the 
dialogue has little or no bearing on that metaphysical problem. 
What Plato intended we can only guess , but this looks like another 
loose thread, dropped here to be taken up in the projected Philos¬ 
opher The reader must turn for further enlightenment to the 
Timaeus. The ideahst who has learnt that reality is not only an 
unchanging pattern of Forms but contains also a divine intelhgence 
with the living power of a moving cause, will there find the world 
of nature represented as fashioned by that power on the model of 
the Forms, and discover what elements of reality may belong to 
the moving images of time, in what sense they can partake of being 
and of not-being, But the discussion in the Sophist is diverted 
here to the other problem of falsity m thought and speech, which 
is to be solved at the close (259E ff.). 

249i>-25iA. Transition. What does the idealist mean by ' real' ? 

This diversion is effected m the next, transitional, section. Here 
the term ‘ Reality ’ or ’ Bemg ’ (rd Sv) shifts its meaning Like 
‘ reahty ’ or ‘ existence ’ m English, this term can mean either what 
it meant in the last section, ‘ that which is real',' that which exists ’, 
or what it will mean in the next section, the' realness ’ or ‘ existence' 
which real things or existents have. Usmg the same term without 
pomting out that its meaning shifts, the Stranger develops an argu¬ 
ment which leads apparently to a contradiction of the results we 
have just reached, namely, that Reality must include all that is 
unchanging and all that is m change, ‘ both at once We shall now 
be led to the admission that ‘ Reahty is not motion and rest both 
at once ’; ' the real is by vutue of its own nature neither at rest 
nor in motion The reader who, like Theaetetus, does not see that 
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' Reality ' has ceased to mean ' the real ’ and now means ' realness ' 
will agree to the Stranger's concluding remark that Reality is as 
puzzhng as unreahty. 

The Stranger points out that our conclusion, ' the real consists 
of all that IS unchangeable and all that is in change is parallel to 
the early physicist’s statement, ‘ the real consists of the Hot and the 
Cold ’ Just as we put it to them that the term ‘ real' does not mean 
' hot' or ‘ cold ’ or ' hot-and-coldbut has a distinct sense that 
should be defined, so now we put it to the Ideahsts that ' real' 
(realness) does not mean ' moving ’ or ' at rest ’ but is a third thing 
of which Motion and Rest themselves both partake We have not 
yet got a definition of its meamng 

249D. Str. Well then, does it not look now as if we had famly 
caught reahty withm the compass of our description ? 
Theaet Certainly it does. 

Str And yet ^—oh dear, Theaetetus, what if I say after 
all that I thmk it is just at this point that we shall come to 
see how baffling this question of reahty is ? 

E Theaet How so ? Why do you say that ? 

Str My good fnend, don’t you see that now we are wholly 
in the dark about it, though we fancy we are talkmg good 
sense ^ 

Theaet I certainly thought so, and I don’t at all under¬ 
stand how we can be deceived about our condition. 

Str Then consider these last conclusions of ours more 
carefully, and whether, when we agree to them, we might 
250 - not fairly be posed with the same question we put earher to 
those who said that the sum of thmgs ‘ really is' Hot and 
Cold. 

Theaet You must remind me what that question was 
Str By all means ; and I will try to do it by questioning 
you m the same way as I questioned them, so that we may 
get a little further at the same tune, 

Theaet. Very good 

Str. Come along then. When you speak of Movement and 
Rest, these are things completely opposed to one another, 
aren’t they ? 

Theaet Of course 

1 The corrupt / 5 aj 9 a 2 jiAt’ ay apa has not been convincingly emended Since 
tiff can hardly be the exclamatory <iy, Campbell's citation of Rep 3610 is 
irrelevant I conjecture ^ajSol piyroi, av apa Otainfre, tls 

^ajSnl nevToi IS justified by jSafiol apa, FHlebus 23B without the usual 

tJ IS used at 2i8a after a vowel, to avoid hiatus, and here it fills the hiatus 
between (or Ae'yw) and <us (or on) For W av ^< 5 , cf rl av iafiev, 2 S2D 
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250. Str At the same time you say of both and of each sever¬ 
ally, that they are real ? 

B Theaet I do 

Str. And when you admit that they are real, do you mean 
that either or both are in movement ? 

Theaet Certainly not 

Str. Then, perhaps, by saying both are real you mean 
they are both at rest ? 

Theaet. No, how could I ? 

Str. So, then, you conceive of reality (realness) as a third 
thing over and above these two; and when you speak of 
both as being real, you mean that you are taking both move¬ 
ment and rest together as embraced by reality ^ and fixing 
your attention on their common association with reahty > 
c. Theaet. It does seem as if we discerned reahty as a third 
thing, when we say that movement and rest are real. 

Str So reahty is not motion and rest' both at once ’, but 
something distinct from them. 

Theaet. Apparently. 

Str. In virtue of its own nature, then, reality is neither at 
rest nor m movement. 

Theaet. I suppose so. 

The phrase ' both at once ’ (awaiMpdteQov) is meant to recall 
our previous conclusion, ' Reahty or the sum of things is both at 
once {(fwafifoTEga )—all that is unchangeable and all that is in 
change Now we say that reahty is not motion and change both at 
once , the real, in virtue of its own nature, is neither at rest nor in 
motion. This appears to Theaetetus to be a contradiction, but 
it IS not so. The first conclusion meant that the Real, or the sum 
of things that are real, includes both things that are changeless 
and things that change Our present conclusion means that Reahty 
(realness),—^the Form with which the two other Forms, Motion and 
Rest, are associated or combined in the judgments ‘ Motion is real ’, 

' Rest IS real'—does not include as part of its content or meaning 
either ‘ being m motion ’ or ' being at rest but is a third distinct 
Form Hence it is not true to say that the Real ' by virtue of its 
own nature ’—the real, qua real—either is at rest or is in motion 
If ‘ to be real ’ iraphed either ‘ being at rest' or ' being in motion ’, 
evidently the real could not include both moving and unchanging 
things This conclusion is m entire harmony with the earlier one. 

The tramed Academic reader, accustomed to think of Platonic 
Forms, would see that the meamng of ' Reahty ’ has shifted from 

1 Taking ouAXa^cuv together (Campbell) 
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' the real ’ to ‘ realness But the next sentences describe the natural 
confusion of mind of the ordinary reader and of Theaetetus himself, 
who is not ahve to the change of meaning 

250c. Str If so, where is the mind to turn for help if one wants 
to reach any clear and certain conclusion about reality ? 
Theaet '^ere indeed? 

Str. It seems hard to find help in any quarter. If a thing 

D. is not in movement, how can it not be at rest ? Or how can 
what IS not m any way at rest fail to be in movement ? Yet 
reahty is now revealed to us as outside both alternatives 
Is that possible ? 

Theaet As impossible as anything could be. 

Str. Then there is one thmg that ought to be remembered 
at this point 

Theaet And that is-? 

Str That we were completely puzzled when we were asked 
to what the name ‘ unreal ’ should be apphed You re¬ 
member ? 

Theaet. Of course. 

E. Str And now we are in no less perplexity about reality ? 
Theaet. In even greater, I should say, sir, if that be 
possible 

Str Let us take it, then, that our difficulty is now com¬ 
pletely stated But since reahty and unreality are equally 
puzzling, there is henceforward some hope that any light, 
whether dim or bright, thrown upon the one will illuminate 
251. the other to an equal degree; and if, on the other hand, 
we cannot get sight of either, at any rate we will make the 
best we can of it under these conditions and force a passage 
through the argument with both elbows at once.^ 

Theat Very good, 

^ SLoiBeiaBat With an accusative can mean (i) to fend off Thuc 11 84, of 
ships, Tolj KovTois SitiiSoOvTO THsoet 163c, aicrfrrct ttj cvto hiaioiiitBa (' how shall 
we fend off this argument ? ’) , {2) to force one’s way through • SuoSetofloi tov 
oxAoi", Xen If the word has either of these senses here and is dative, 

it IS hard to see how we can use reahty and unreality as instruments when 
we cannot ' see ’ them Against the interpretation ' force a passage for the 
argument between both at once ’ {dfi^otv gen governed by Bia in BicuStlcfloi, 
Campbell, Di^s) is the word afia Otherwise (if the construction could be 
paralleled) the metaphor of a ship between two invisible rocks is appropriate 
Perhaps turpiirioraTa might suit it better than liirpenioTaTa I understand, 
however, ap^aZv (rotv ^epotv) with no reference to pijSsrepov Stephanus 
(Didot, 1831-56, sv ap-jito, 282c) absolute interdum pomiur iii<j>oXv, subaudtta 
XepoXv, tdgue more Atiico, ut ap Horn dp^orepatr et dpi^oTepTjai sub x^porf He 
cites Sophist 226a, oi rg frepg (sc Aijirreov OuftoOi’ ap^otv jfpij, and in¬ 

stances of the similar omission of mSatv and iSra 
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The Stranger’s words, ' let us take it that our difficulty is now 
completely statedindicate that all that has gone before is a state¬ 
ment of problems, with some tunts towards their solution. Faithful 
to Socrates’ method, Plato has reduced the reader to a state of 
perplexity that will make him eager for such explanations as are 
now to come. At the same tune, under the mask of an apparent 
contradiction, he has changed the subject from a metaphysical 
consideration of the nature of the real to a different field, which we 
should call Logic. Our attention is now fixed on the three Forms, 
Reahty (or Existence^), Motion, Rest. We are to take these 
Forms m isolation from any existing thmgs that may partake of 
them and indeed from everything else, and consider in what ways 
they ' combme ’ with one another or refuse to combine. 

II. The Combination of Forms and the Problem of 
Negative Statements 

The purpose of the commg section (351A-259D) is to clear up 
confusions about negative statements contaming the words ‘ is not ’ 
—^negative, not false statements. In particular there was the 
fallacy that every negative statement demes the existence of some¬ 
thing. It was necessary to show that such a statement as ‘ Motion 
is not Rest ’ does not deny the existence of either Rest or Motion, 
but only means that Motion is not the same as Rest, or Motion is 
other than Rest. Everythmg in the world that is other than Rest 
can be negatively described as ‘ that which is not Rest', but none 
the less it exists and may be just as real as Rest. So we succeed 
in findmg a sense m which ‘ that which is not (so and so) ’ exists, 
or has bemg The conclusion will be the disproof (promised at 
241D) of Parmenides’ two complementary dogmas ' That which 
is, cannot in any sense not be ’ and ' That which is not, cannot m 
any sense be ’. 

This result is not all that is conveyed in the long discussion of the 
combmation of Forms In the middle of it comes a description of 
Dialectic, the task of the philosopher, who is to trace out the pattern 
of the world of Forms by his methods of Collection and Division. 
The whole section is concerned solely with that world and the 
relations that subsist between the Forms themselves, and are 
reflected m true statements that we can make about them. The 
Stranger is, in fact, fulfilling the wish expressed by Socrates in the 
Parmenides, when he said it would mterest him if anyone could 
show that the problem of one thing having many names and 

* The shift will be marked in the translation by the use of ' existence' 
instead of ‘ reahty ' for oiota, ri or ' Exists ’ is a more natural word for that 
meaning of ' is ’ which we are going to distinguish from others. 
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participating in many Forms, which his theory was to solve, has 
its counterpart within the world of Forms itself.*- 

251A-C Exclusion of the trivial question, how one individual thing 
can have many names 

The openmg paragraph makes it clear that we shall be con¬ 
cerned only with the relations of Forms to one another, not with 
the old question of the participation of an mdividual concrete thing 
m many Forms. Once more that question is impatiently dismissed 
as not mentmg further discussion.* 

The transition here necessarily seems a httle abrupt, because the 
shift to a fresh set of problems has been disguised by the apparent 
contradiction which has reduced Theaetetus to perplexity. The 
hnk of thought is ; Bemg and Not-bemg have proved to be equally 
puzzhng. Let us now consider statements (Adyoi) in which the 
words ' is ' and' is not' occur, and see if we can discover how Motion 
and Rest can both be, and yet Bemg itself can not-be either movmg 
or at rest. So we pass to statements m which we ' give names 
to things ’. 

251A Str. Let us explain, then, how it is that we call the same 
thing—whatever is m question at the moment—by several 
names 

Theaet. For instance ? Give me an example. 

Str Well, when we speak of a man we give bun many 
additional names : we attribute to him colours and shapes 
and sizes and defects and good quahties , and m aU these 
and countless other statements we say he is not merely 
B. a ‘ man ’ but also ' good ’ and any number of other thmgs 
And so with everything else we take any given thing as 
one and yet speak of it as many and by many names. 
Theaet True. 

Str And thereby, I fancy, we have provided a magnificent 
entertamment for the young and for some of theu elders 
who have taken to leammg late in hfe. Anyone can take 
a hand m the game and at once object that many things 
cannot be one, nor one thmg many , mdeed, they dehght 
m forbiddmg us to speak of a man as ‘ good', we must 
c only speak of a good as good, and of the man as man. I 
imagine, Theaetetus, you often meet with these enthusiasts, 
sometimes elderly men who, bemg poorly endowed with 
mteUigence, gape with wonder at these discoveries and fancy 

* See Introd , p ii 

“ It was dismissed at Farm 129A ff as solved by tbe earlier statement of 
the Theory of Forms, and will be descnbed as ' childish ’ at Phtlebus 14D 
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251C they have hghted here on the very treasure of complete 
wisdom ^ 

Theaet. I have mdeed 

It IS widely agreed among scholars who allow Plato to take notice 
of his contemporaries that the phrase ' old men who have taken 
to learning late in hfe ’ is pointed at Antisthenes We know so 
little of Antisthenes that the reference cannot be taken as certam. 
The words would fit Euthydemus and his brother Dionysodorus, 
who do put forward the view here mentioned.® On the other hand, 
it was suggested by Schleiermacher that Antisthenes was attacked 
under the name of these Eristics He had been a pupil of the 
rhetorician Gorgias, and had opened a school after Socrates’ death, 
at which date he can hardly haVe been under fifty. He may have 
developed an interest m what we call logical questions late in hfe. 

The theory here dismissed as trivial objects to calhng one thin g 
by many names, because one thing cannot be many nor many one. 
We must not say ‘ this man is good ’ but only that' a good is good 
‘ a man is man ’—one name for one thing This is not a ‘ denial 
of predication ’, but rather a theory of predication (if we are to use 
that term), and one which is not altogether contemptible 

The theory has been brought into relation with the doctrine 
' dreamt ’ by Socrates at Theaetetus 20 ie (p 143), but it may be 
independent. It can be stated as follows A good white man is a 
complex thing, with three parts, each of which has its own proper 
name. ‘ Good ’ is the name of this goodness which exists here, 

' man ’ is the name of this man, and so on, I may call the complex 
thing a ‘ good white man ’, or I may call each elementary constituent 
by its own name , but I ought not to say ' this man is good'. the 
name good belongs, not to him, but to his goodness. Antisthenes, 
we are told by Anstotle,® ‘ showed his simplicity by his contention 
that nothing should be spoken of except by its proper verbal expres¬ 
sion (logos), one expression for one thmg ’. If logos here includes 
not only many-worded formulas, such as' good white man', but also 
smgle names, Antisthenes’ doctnne may be the same as the theory 
m the Sophist. 

Plato would reply that a common name is not simply the name of 
this individual thmg and others like it, but has a universal meanmg, 
which is a unique Form ‘ This man is good' means that this thmg 
partakes of the Form, Good There is nothing agamst one thmg 
partaking of any number of Forms. It is mere pedantry to object 

^ Cf Philtbus, 15E, ijodfiy <us nva aotjiias cvpriKws Brjaavpav 
’ Euthyd 272B, yepovre 6 vt€ ^p(do 9 T)V toutijs rijs aoijilas 
’ Metaph 10246, 32 
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that ' good ’ IS stnctly the name only of the goodness present in 
this man. Why should we not use the compendious form of words 
' This man is good ' or ' partakes of goodness ' ? This answer has 
been sufficiently indicated m the Parmenides What here concerns 
us IS not statements about individual thmgs (such as the theory 
contemplates) but the problems presented by statements about 
Forms How and to what extent can Forms partake of one 
another ? 

251C-252E Proof that some Forms will combine, others will not 
The Stranger’s next words mdicate that this question is addressed 
not only to elderly pedants but to all philosophers 

251c Str, Well then, we want our argument to be addressed 
D to all alike who have ever had anythmg to say about exist¬ 
ence ; so let us take it that the questions we shall put now 
are mtended not only for these people but for all those others 
whom we have been conversing with earlier 
Theaet. And what are the questions ? 

Str Are we not to attach Existence to Motion and Rest, 
nor anything else to anythmg else, but rather to treat them 
in our discourse as incapable of any blendmg or participation 
in one another ? Or are we to lump them all together as 
capable of association with one another ’ Or shall we say 
that this is true of some and not of others ? Which of 
E these possibihties shall we say they prefer, Theaetetus ? 
Theaet I am not prepared to answer that on their behalf. 
Str Then why not answer the questions one at a time 
and see what are the consequences in each case ? 

Theaet Very good 

The word translated ' combine' {xoivwvia) happens to be the 
same that was used in the metaphysical section for our ' mtercourse ’ 
with the objects of perception or of thought, but the two meanmgs 
are entirely distinct. The word itself means no more than ' to have 
relations with' somethmg, and the relations now to be descnbed 
between Forms are not psychological A Form is not imagmed as 
perceiving or thmking of another Form when it' combmes ’ with it 
The relation is expressed by other metaphors used s5mon3miously. 
In a positive statement we are said to ' connect ’ (Tigoacmreiv) the 
two Forms. The Forms themselves are said to ‘ mix ’ or 
‘ blend ’ (av/Lifielywadai) or to be mcapable of blending (d^ueocra); 
to ‘ fit together ’ (awagfiorreiv opposed to Sivag/warBlv 253A), 
to be ' consonant ’ (avfjxpcovelv 2533); to ‘ accept ’ or ‘ receive ’ 
one another {ddx^odai ), to' partake ’ of one another {fxexa?.afiPdveiv 
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or (XBxixEiv). The contrary of this combination is sometimes 
called ‘ division' disjunction ’ (dia/Joeatg) or ‘ separation ’ 
(diaxglveaOai).^ Plato, here as elsewhere, wisely refuses to allow 
any one metaphor to harden into a technical term Nearly all 
language is metaphorical, and every metaphor has miglpaHin g 
associations By varyuig the word, Plato helps the reader to free 
his conception of the relation mtended from such associations and 
to escape the illusion that philosophical language can be really 
precise and unambiguous. The following definitions, however, may 
be useful. Two Forms are said to ‘ combine ’ when they stand 
(eternally) m such a relation that their names can occur m a true 
affirmative statement of a certam t3Tie. For example,' Motion exists ’ 
means that the Form Motion blends with the Form Existence. 
A true negative statement such as ‘ Motion does not rest ’ reflects 
the fact that the two Forms, Motion and Rest, are (eternally) 
incompatible —refuse to blend There are also true negative state¬ 
ments of the type' Motion is not Existence ’ or ‘ Motion is not Rest ’ 
which express the fact that the Forms in question are different, 
though they may not be incompatible (for Motion is compatible 
with Existence). These definitions are m terms of statements that 
we can make about Forms ; hence the proviso that the statements 
must be true We can, indeed, connect two names m a false state¬ 
ment, e.g, ' Motion is Rest ’; but the Forms referred to do not 
combme. The combmations and disjunctions exist eternally among 
the Forms themselves. They are reflected only in true statements. 

The relation between Forms that combine is also called ‘ participa¬ 
tion ’, but It must not be assumed that this relation is the same 
that subsists between an individual thmg {e.g a man) and the Form 
(Man) that he' partakes of ’. Plato nowhere imphes that the Form 
Motion partakes of the Form Existence, or the Form Man partakes 
of the Form Animal, in the same way as this man partakes of the 
Form Man. He uses the same word with his usual disregard for 
precise termmology, and he nowhere gives any explicit accoimt of 
either relation. It seems obvious, however, that he cannot have 
regarded the two relations as the same The word xoivwvstv, 
as well as (XEtixeiv, is used of mdividuals which' share in' a common 
Form; but he would not descnbe a man as ‘ blended with ’ the 
Form Man. Further, ‘ participation ’ as between Forms is a sym- 
metncai relation. At 255c, d Existents (dvra) are divided into two 
Forms or Kmds (to xa 0 ’ aind and to ngdg SAAo) and then Existence 

I Patw 129X, ovyKtpdwvadai Kal Siafcpiveadai Anstotle, tt ipp. i, uses 
(' putting together ’) for the combination of two terms m an affirmative 
proposition, and iialptais for the disjoming of the two m a negative propo¬ 
sition 
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IS described as ‘ partaking of ’ both these subordinate Forms So 
the genenc Form partakes of (blends with) the specific Form no 
less than the specific partakes of the generic. This consideration 
also shows that the relation is not that of subject to predicate, for 
that IS not symmetrical. The Anstotehan terms ' subject', ‘ predi¬ 
cate ’ and ‘ copula' should not be used at all to describe what is in 
Plato's mmd. This will become clearer as we proceed. 

That the terms whose combmation or non-combination is dis¬ 
cussed here are Forms is clearly stated by the Stranger where he 
refers to the results obtamed . ‘ Smce we have agreed that hinds ^ 
(yhr}) are related in the same way (as letters or musical sounds) 
as regards blendmg' (253B). It is true that from the combma¬ 
tion or non-combmation of Forms among themselves, consequences 
follow with regard to the truth and falsity of statements about 
individual things. For mstance, if the Form Motion did not partake 
of Existence, then no statement implymg that a moving thing or 
a particular motion exists would be true. Some such consequences 
are referred to, but we are actually discussmg Forms, not individual 
thmgs. 

The three possible alternatives with regard to the extent of 
combmation among Forms axe now considered in turn The first 
is that no Form combmes with any other, which means that no 
affirmative statement about a Form is true This alternative is 
analogous to Antisthenes’ view that a thing must not be called 
by any name but its own Apply that to Forms, and the result 
is that a Form can only be named; nothing can be said about it. 

251E Str. And first, if you like, let us suppose them to say that 
nothing has any capacity for combination with anythmg 
else for any purpose Then Movement and Rest wiU have 
no part in Existence 
252. Theaet No. 

Str. Well then, will either of them exist, if it has no 
assoaation with Existence ? 

Theaet. No, it will not exist. 

Str. That admission seems to make short work of all 
theones; it upsets at one blow those who have a universe 
m motion, and those who make it a motionless unity, and 
all who say their reahties exist m Forms that are always 
the same in all respects *. for they all attribute existence 

1 Here, as elsewhere, the term ' kind ’ (genos) is used indifferently as a 
synonym of Form (etdos) 

* The three classes mentioned above (249B) at the end of the argument 
with the idealists The earlier philosophers are recalled in the next speech 
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252. to things, some sasnng they really are. in movement, some 
that they really are at rest. 

Theaet. Quite so. 

B. Str. And further, those who make all things come together 
at one tune and separate at another, whether they bnng 
mnumerable things into a unity and out of a unity,i or divide 
thmgs into and combine them out of a hmited set of elements, 
no matter whether they suppose this to happen in alternation 
or to be gomg on all the time—^however it may be, all this 
would be meanmgless if there is no blendmg at all.® 
Theaet. True. 

Str. Moreover, the greatest absurdity of all results from 
pursuing the theory of those very people who will not allow 
one thmg to share in the quahty of another and so be called 
by its name. 

c. Theaet. How so? 

Str. Why, in referrmg to anything they cannot help using 
the words ‘ being ’ and ‘ apart ’ and ' from the others ’ and 
' by itself ’ and any number more They cannot refrain 
from these expressions or from connectmg them in their 
statements, and so need not wait for others to refute them, 
the foe is in their own household, as the saymg goes, and, 
like that queer fellow Eurycles,® they carry about with them 
wherever they go a voice in their own belhes to contradict 
them. 

D, Theaet. True , your comparison is very much to the pur¬ 
pose. 

Accordmg to the theory of Socrates’ ‘ dream ’ in the Theaetetus 
(201D, p 143), each simple element can only be named, you cannot 
add that it ‘ is ’ or call it ‘ that ’ or ‘ each ’, etc These terms are 
‘ runnmg round' and bemg attached to everjdhmg, whereas the 
element can only be called by its proper name Here the Stranger 
remarks that the (perhaps l^dred) theory of the elderly pedants, 
which as applied to Forms would mean that every Form is by itself 
apart from all the rest and refuses to combine, cannot be stated 
without self-contradiction. 

’ Cf Ar , Met 98411, 10, avyKfii.viy,fva koI Suuepiv 6 tttva els ev re xal evos (ot 
Empedocles’ four elements) 

*' No blendmg ’ means no blendmg of Forms. If no Form partakes of 
any other, the statements that ‘ Motion exists ’ and ‘ Rest exists ’ are either 
false or meanmgless If that is so, it follows that physical thmgs cannot 
partake of Motion or of Rest. and this is fatal to aU cosmologies 

• A ventriloquist, mentioned by Aristophanes. 
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Ritter 1 understands Plato to assert here that there is no thinking 
except in the form of a judgment connecting a subject and a predicate, 
and no sort of actuality or determination, to be grasped by thought, 
except in relation to other determinations This, he says, implies 
that no word by itself has any meanmg, but only when combined 
with other words m a judgment Accordingly, ‘ Being ’ has no 
meaning save in a judgment, either as subject or as predicate, or as 
determmation of subject or predicate, each of which always pre¬ 
supposes the other Burnet * echoes this ■ ‘ The solution is bnefly 
that IS and is not have no meaning except in judgements or pre¬ 
dications (Adyot).’ ‘ Bemg, Rest, and Motion . . have no meanmg 
except m a judgement ’ 

I cannot see that Plato says, or imphes, anything of the sort. 
The point is difficult to argue, because ‘ meanmg ’ is an extremely 
ambiguous wotd.® But Plato’s view of a' meaning Ts simple The 
name ' circle ’ which I now utter means the Form ‘ Circle', an 
eternal and unchanging object of thought, which we can know and 
(if it be complex) define. The name is an articulate sound conven¬ 
tionally attached to this Form Hence, if two people speak the 
same language, when one utters the sound ' circle ’, the other will 
have the same meaning more or less clearly before his mmd and 
understand the sound Plato nowhere suggests that the name 
‘ circle ’ has no meaning by itself and only acquires a meaning when, 
and for so long as, someone thinks of the Form and utters its name 
together with other names m a statement All that he asserts here 
is that, unless some Forms at least have to one another the relation 
he calls ' combining ’ or ‘ blendmg ’, no affirmative statement about 
any Form can be true Hence you cannot even say that ‘ every 
Form stands apart by itself ’, for all these words have meanmgs, 
and unless those meanings are combined in a fact correspondmg to 
the statement, the statement must be either false or meamngless. 

The misunderstanding may be due to the false notion that Plato 
here means by ' Being ’ the copula, which is supposed to connect 
subject and predicate and to have no meanmg except in a judg¬ 
ment. But Plato does not speak of subjects or predicates or of the 
copula ‘ Bemg' in this context clearly means the Form, Existence. 
And even if ‘ Bemg ' meant the copula, it is hard to see why ' Rest' 
and ' Motion ’ and all other words should be declared to have no 
meaning save in a judgment. The whole notion seems to be entirely 
unfounded 

The Stranger next quickly dismisses the second alternative. 

* Neue Untersuchen (igio), p 55, Platon, vol ii, p 189 

• Gk Phil I, a82 fi 

“ See Ogden and Richards, The Meaning of Meaning 
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253D. Str Well, suppose we allow that all are capable of com¬ 
bining with one another. 

Theaet Even I can dispose of that suggestion 
Str How ? 

Theaet Because then Movement itself would come to a 
complete standstill, and again Rest itself would be in move¬ 
ment, if each were to supervene upon the other. 

Str And that is to the last degree impossible—that Move¬ 
ment should come to be at rest and Rest be in motion ? 
Theaet. Surely 

Str. Then only the third choice is left. 

Theaet. Yes 

E. Str And observe that one of these alternatives must be true 
either all will blend, or none, or some will and some will not 
Theaet. Certainly. 

Str. And two of the three have been found impossible. 
Theaet. Yes 

Str. Whoever, then, wishes to give a right answer will 
assert the remaining one. 

Theaet Quite so. 

252E-253C The texture of fhlosophic discourse 
Some Forms will blend, some not This means that some affirma¬ 
tive, and some negative, statements (of the types under considera¬ 
tion) about Forms are true. These true statements will make up 
the texture of philosophic discourse—^that ‘ dialectical ’ argument 
which IS entirely about Forms.^ The Stranger next compares this 
texture of discourse with the texture of sounds in speech and music. 
In both these cases we find elements that will combine and others 
that will not. 

253E. Str. Then since some will blend, some not, they might be 
233. said to be in the same case with the letters of the alphabet. 
Some of these cannot be conjomed, others will fit together. 
Theaet. Of course. 

Str And the vowels are speaally good at combmation— 
a sort of bond pervading them all, so that without a vowel 
the others cannot be fitted together. 

Theaet. That is so. 

Str. And does everyone ® know which can combme with 
which, or does one need an art to do it rightly ? 

^ Rep VI, 51 IB The phrase 'texture of discourse’ is based on Plato’s 
later remark that ‘ all discourse depends on the weaving together {eugn-Aom}) 
of Forms ' (p 300) 

* In Burnet’s text (1899) wwr is mispnnted for was. 
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253, Theaet. It needs art 

Str And that art is- 

Theaet. Grammar 

B. Str. Agam, is it not the same with sounds of high or low 
pitch ? To possess the art of recognising the sounds that 
can or can not be blended is to be a musician; if one doesn’t 
understand that, one is unmusical. 

Theaet. True. 

Str. And we shall find differences of the same sort between 
competence and incompetence in any other art. 

Theaet. Of course. 

Str Well, now that we have agreed that the Kinds ^ stand 
towards one another in the same way as regards blending, 
is not some science needed as a guide on the voyage of dis¬ 
course, if one is to succeed in pointing out which Kinds are 
c. consonant, and which are mcompatible with one another ; 
also, whether there are certain Kmds that pervade them all 
and connect them so that they can blend, and again, where 
there are divisions (separations), whether there are certain 
others that traverse wholes and are responsible for the 
division ’ 

Theaet Surely some science is needed—^perhaps the most 
important of all. 

The interpretation of the Stranger’s last speech is vital, if we 
would understand the description of the science of Dialectic or 
Philosophy which is to follow. The Stranger is speaking of the 
whole texture of philosophical discourse, the actual process of 
conversation aiming at the discovery of truth. The metaphor of 
the voyage of discourse (' travelhng through arguments') recalls 
the terms used in the Republic * of Dialectic, which is concerned 
solely with Forms. Here the object is ‘ to pomt out which Forms 
are consonant with which, and which are incompatible ’. The whole 
texture of philosophic discourse will consist of afSrmative and nega¬ 
tive statements about Forms, which should correctly represent their 
eternal combmation or disjunction in the nature of things. 

Speaally important is the analogy drawn m the last clauses 
between the vowels which ' pervade ’ (dtd ndvroxv xexcbQijptEv) the 
whole texture of speech and certain Forms which pervade {did 
Tidvrtov) the texture of discourse and enable Forms to blend. These 

‘ ‘ Kinds ' iyfvfi), synonymous with ' Forms ’ (efSij), here as elsewhere 

* Soph 2S3B, Sid riHv Adyiuv ‘rropnlcoSai Rep 510B, tjiuxfi . oiIk 
nopfuofiivj] dAA’ eirl rfAceriii', 51m, the metaphor of climbing, itov, 

KQTa^afv]}, 517B, Tijv avn> dvd^amv , 533c, ^ SioAcktik^ fUSoSat fuSmi) railrn tropetl- 
‘rai , 534c, OTTroiTt My<() SiojroptuijTai, etc 
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pervasive Forms are obviously the meanings of certain words used 
m affirmative statements They are, in fact, the meanings of the 
word ' IS ’, which we shall distinguish presently. 

There are also certain Forms which ' traverse wholes and are 
responsible for the division of them' (dialgeaii;). These disjoining 
Forms are the meanings of the words ‘ is not ’ in true negative 
statements. They correspond to the ‘ divisions of wholesThe 
phrase ‘ traversing wholes ’ (di 8 ^.(ov) must be distinguished from 
the phrase ' pervading all ’ (did ndvTcov) used of the conjunctive 
Forms, the meaning of which is determined by the description of 
the vowels as' running through all ’ the letters (did ndvtcav xexdgrjxsv 
253A). The disjunctive Forms that appear in ‘ divisions ’ for which 
they are responsible are said to ‘traverse wholes'. 'Wholes’ 
means Forms considered as complexes divisible into parts (or 
species). The disjunctive Forms correspond to lines of division 
either passing between such complexes and separating them or passing 
through them and separatmg their parts These expressions will 
recur in the coming account of dialectical method. 

253C-254B. DescripUon of the science of Dialectic 
Finally, it has been agreed that, to guide the course of philosophic 
conversation as here described, a science is needed—a technique 
and the body of knowledge attained by it. This science is now 
identified as the philosopher’s science of correctly dividing the struc¬ 
ture of leahty according to those Forms or Kinds which are the 
meanings referred to in philosophic discourse This knowledge wiU 
guide the progress of actual discourse as the musician’s knowledge 
of harmony guides him in the composition and discourse of actual 
music 

253c. Str. And what name shall we give to this science > Or 
—good gracious, Theaetetus, have we stumbled unawares 
upon the free man's knowledge^ and, m seeking for the 
Sophist, chanced to find the Philosopher first ? 

Theaet. How do you mean ’ 

D. Str Dividing according to Kinds, not taking the same 
Form for a different one or a different one for the same—^is 
not that the busmess of the science of Dialectic ? 

Theaet Yes 

Str. And the man who can do that discerns clearly one 
Form everywhere extended throughout many, where each 
one hes apart, and many Forms, different from one another, 

1 Cf the cotnpanson of the philosopher to the free man, Theaet 172D ff 

(P. 83) 
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253D. embraced from without by one Form ; and again one Form 
connected m a unity through many wholes, and many Forms, 
entirely marked off apart. That means knowmg how to 

E. distinguish,! gind by Kmd, in what ways the several Kinds 
can or can not combine. 

Theaet. Most certainly. 

Str. And the only person, I imagine, to whom you would 
allow this mastery of Dialectic is the pure and rightful lover 
of wisdom. 

Theaet To whom else could it be allowed ? 

Str. It is, then, m some such region as this that we shall 
find the Philosopher now or later, if we should look for him 
254 He too may be difficult to see clearly, but the difficulty in 
his case is not the same as in the Sophist’s. 

Theaet What is the difference ? 

Str. The Sophist takes refuge in the darkness of Not-being, 
where he is at home and has the knack of feeling his way ; 
and it IS the darkness of the place that makes him so hard to 
perceive. 

Theaet That may well be. 

Str Whereas the Philosopher, whose thoughts constantly 
dwell upon the nature of reality, is difficult to see because 
his region is so bright, for the eye of the vulgar soul cannot 

B endure to keep its gaze fixed on the divine, 

Theaet. That may well be no less true. 

Str. Then we will look more closely at the Philosopher 
presently, if we are still m the mind to do so; meanwhile 
clearly we must not loosen our gnp on the Sophist until we 
have studied him thoroughly. 

Theaet I entirely agree 

The imagery of the Cave m the Republic is here once more recalled 
—the dark region of the world of Seeming inside the Cave, and the 
sunht region of Reahty outside. There seems to be a promise, not 
fulfilled in the Sophist or the Statesman, that we shall return to seek 
the philosopher m his proper home, the world of Forms, with which 
this account of Dialectic is entirely concerned. 

The general sense of that account is clear. The expert in Dialectic 
will guide and control the course of philosophic discussion by his 
knowledge of how to' divide by Kmds', not confusing one Form with 
another. He will discern clearly the hierarchy of Forms which 

^ ZlioKpiVeiv, an echo of the genus StaicpmK^, including all the arts described 
as StaiptTLKd , from which we derived earlier the definition of the cathartic 
elenchus of Socrates (226c) 
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constitutes reality and make out its articulate structure, with 
which the texture of philosophic discourse must correspond, if it is 
to express truth. The method is that method of Collection and 
Division which was announced in the Phaedrus and has been illus¬ 
trated in the Sophist. Fmally, to discern this structure clearly is 
the same thing as ' to know how to distmguish m what ways the 
several Kinds can or can not combmeIn other words, the science 
will yield the knowledge needed to gmde us to true affirmative and 
negative statements about Forms, of which the whole texture of 
philosophic discourse should consist. 

Before we attempt to interpret in detail the speeches describing 
Dialectic, it is necessary to clear away certain misconceptions and, 
above all, to grasp, if we can, how Plato conceived this science and 
its objects. The whole subsequent discussion of the ' combination' 
or ' blendmg ’ of Forms is usually called ‘ logical ’, and with some 
justification; but it is very important to make out in what sense 
Plato can be said to have a Logic, and how his Logic difiers from the 
traditional Logic we have derived from Aristotle. 

First, Dialectic is not what is now known as ‘ Formal Logic 
The identification is suggested by Professor Taylor,^ who remarks on 
our passage : ‘ Logic is here, for the first time m hterature, contem¬ 
plated as an autonomous science with the task of ascertaining the 
supreme pnnciples of affirmative and negative propositions (the 
combinations and “ separations ”).' If ' autonomous ’ means that 
Dialectic is a Formal Logic, concerned with propositions and in¬ 
dependent of Ontology (the science concerned with the structure of 
reahty), this statement seems to me misleading. Formal Logic may 
be descnbed as the study of (i) propositional forms—^not actual 
significant statements, but the patterns or types under which state¬ 
ments can be classified , (a) the constituents of these propositional 
forms (subjects, predicates, relations between terms, etc.); and 
(3) formal relations of mference between propositional forms. The 
begmmng of Formal Logic is marked precisely by the introduction 
of sjmbols. These were, so far as we know, first used by Aristotle, 
m such formulas as this. 

If A belongs to all B 
and B belongs to all C 
then A belongs to all C. 

The sjmbols A, B, C are algebraic signs for which you can substitute 
any one of a whole class of appropnate terms, as any actual numbers 
can be substituted for the x, y, z of an equation. The introduction 
of symbols means that attention is now fixed on the form of state- 

> Plato (1926), p. 387. 
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ments apart from their content. ' A belongs to B ’ is not a state¬ 
ment, nor is it either true or false. The blanks must be filled by 
significant words, to yield a true or false statement. Plato does 
not use symbols or construct propositional forms. The factors he 
recognises are these: (i) The immutable structure of Forms or 
Kinds, eternally combmed or disjoined in the system of truth or 
reahty; these are the meanings, to which common names are 
conventionally attached. (2) Our thoughts (dtdvoia) about 
these objects, our acquaintance with them, reasonmgs {Xoyutfuis) 
about them, judgments (ddfat) in which such reasonings termin¬ 
ate aU these are mentd existents. (3) Statements {X 6 yoi), 
the vocal expression of thoughts and judgments, consisting of 
spoken names and verbs. The meanmgs of common names and 
verbs are the Forms. Statements are not prepositional forms but 
actual significant statements, existing only while we utter them. 
The saence of Dialectic does not study formal symbohc patterns to 
which our statements conform, nor yet these statements themselves. 
Nor does it study our thoughts or ways of reasoning, apart from the 
objects we think about. It is not ‘ Logic', if Logic means the 
science either of logoi or of logismoi. What it does study is the 
structure of the real world of Forms. Its technique of Collection 
and Division operates on that structure. It is a method for which 
some rules are laid down; but these are rules of correct procedure 
in making Divisions; they are not laws of inference or laws of 
thought. There is no place in this scheme either for ' proposi¬ 
tions ’ that no one propounds or for the propositional forms of 
Formal Logic, as distmct from actual significant statements. All 
the statements analysed in the sequel are actual significant state¬ 
ments about certam ' Kinds'. They are either true or false, and 
statements such eis ‘ Motion is Rest ’ are rejected by simple in¬ 
spection, not as formally mcorrect, but as obviously untrue. All 
through, Plato is speaking of the real nature of the Kmds men¬ 
tioned and their actual relations in the structure of reality, not 
about symbohc patterns under which statements can be classified. 
There is nothing to show that he had ever conceived of such a 
science as Formal Logic. 

It might be objected that Plato believed in eternal truths, for 
instance the truths of mathematics. Is not' The angles of a tnangle 
are equal to two right angles' a ‘ proposition ’, which, bemg eternally 
true, must be independent of my thought of it and of ray written 
or spoken statement ? Plausible as this seems, we must, I think, 
answer No. If I make the above statement, it must, being true, 
reflect in some way the fact it refers to. But I may be misled if I 
start from the verbal statement, analyse its grammatical structure 
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into elements related in certain ways, and then assume that the 
structure of the fact corresponds, point by point, with the gram¬ 
matical structure I have analysed. If I finally call the fact so 
constructed a ‘ proposition *, I shall be tacitly implying that the 
structure of the fact answers to the structure of the verbal state¬ 
ment Suppose, for example, I analyse ‘ Man is rational' mto a 
subject 'Man ’, a predicate ‘ rational’, and ahnk ' is ’ coupling the 
two—^the ‘ copula I seem then to have two elements of difierent 

kinds (for I shall say that ‘ subjects' have certam pecuhanties which 
' predicates ’ have not) and a link tying them together. But it does 
not follow that the fact my statement reflects consists of two 
disparate elements and a hnk between them. That is not how 
Plato descnbes the facts he is here concerned with. He says, the 
Form Man and the Form Rational are combined or blended in 
reality When two things—say, two colours—are blended, there is 
no hnk coupling them together, nor is there any suggestion that 
the two elements are of different sorts, one a ' subject ’, the other a 
' predicate There is nothing but the mixture. The so-called 
' copula ’ vanishes. It is a tnck of grammatical structure, essenti¬ 
ally the link between grammatical ‘ subject' and ' predicate As 
Plato has nothmg to say here of ‘ subjects ’ and ‘ predicates ’, he 
never mentions the' copula’. It is, in fact, often dispensed with in 
Greek. 'O Mgcomii Aoytxds is a complete statement without 
an iari This may be the reason why Aristotle says much less 
about the ‘ copula' than English wnters, who cannot say ‘ Man 
rational ’ for ' Man is rational ’. 

This may not be the end of the matter ; the word ' is ’ has several 
meanings, which we shall presently distinguish But Plato’s lan¬ 
guage seems to show that he did not imagme eternal truths as exist¬ 
ing m the shape of ' propositions ’ with a structure answenng to the 
shape of statements. He conceived them as ' mixtures ’ in which 
Forms are blended; and the word logos is reserved for spoken state¬ 
ments Hence the term ' proposition ’ had better be avoided 
altogether, and we must realise that Dialectic is not Formal Logic, 
but the study of the structure of reahty—^in fact Ontology, for the 
Forms are the reahties {Svtag Sna). In Plato's view the study of 
patterns of the statements we make would belong to Grammar 
or to Rhetonc. There is no autonomous science of Logic, distmct 
on the one hand from Grammar and Rhetonc and on the other 
from Ontology. 

Let us now consider the first part of the sentence describing 
Dialectic • ^ 

‘The interpretation here offered owes something to Stenzel. Siitdun x. 
Entw. d plat. Dial 62 ff., and to M Di&s' introduction to the dialogue 
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' The man who can do that (divide according to Kinds, without 
confusing one Form with another) discerns clearly one Form 
everywhere extended throughout many, where each one lies 
apart, and many Forms, different from one another, embraced 
from without by one Form.’ 

The structure of Forms is conceived as a hierarchy of genera and 
species, amenable to the methods of Collection and Division. This 
fhst half of the sentence refers specially to the prelimmary process 
of Collection, descnbed m the Phaedrus as ‘ takmg a synoptic survey 
of widely scattered Forms (species) and brmgmg them into a smgle 
(generic) Form So here there are at first a defimte number of 
Forms ^ (noXM), ‘ each one lying apart ’. These are the scattered 
species to be collected, includmg the specific Form (or Forms) that 
we wish ultimately to define The dialectician surveys the collec¬ 
tion and ' clearly discerns ’ by mtuition the common (generic) 
character ‘ extended throughout ’ them aU. So he divmes the 
genenc Form that he wiU take for division. This genenc Form he 
now sees as a unity which is complex, ‘ embracmg ’ a number of 
different Forms, which wiU figure in the subsequent Division as 
specific differences or as specific Forms characterised by their 
differences 

The second half of the sentence is less easy to mterpret 

' and again one Form connected m a unity through many 
wholes, and many Forms entirely marked off apart 

As the first half descnbed the results of Collection, this second half 
appears to descnbe the results of the subsequent Division. The 
many Forms, which after Collection were seen to be embraced by 
a single genenc Form, are now seen ‘ entirely marked off apart ’. 
Division has brought to light all the differences that distinguish 
them. The mdivisible species in which Division termmates are 
‘ entirely separated ’ in the sense that they are mutually exclusive 
and mcompatible ; Man cannot blend with Ox as both blend with 
Animal or as Man blends with Biped, Ox with Quadruped With 
these many Forms is contrasted the ‘ one Form connected in a unity 
through many wholes' {di’ SXcav TroAAdiv). The term ' wholes ’ is 
apphed to the many (specific) Forms because, now that they 
have been completely defined, they are seen as complexes: each 
is a whole whose parts are enumerated m the defining formula, 
such as ' Man is the rational biped Ammal’. Fmally, through all 

1 Phaedrus 263D, fls fiCav rt ISdav aampwma dyeiv roL iroAAojjg Sitmrappdva 
® Not ‘ individuals as Campbell imagines The whole procedure deals 
with Forms only 
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these subordinate wholes—Man, Ox, Horse, etc —the single 
generic Form Ammal is, as it were, dispersed. It blends with each 
specific Form, and yet in virtue of its own nature it is ' con¬ 
nected in a unity' traversing them all 

The Structure of the World of Forms 

The extreme compression and consequent obscurity of this account 
of the field of Dialectic may be explained if we suppose that Plato, 
as the Stranger’s subsequent speeches suggest, mtended to analyse 
the relations of Forms m more detail m the Philosopher. Where 
it stands in the Sophist, the account is almost a digression, and 
Plato may have wished to restnct it to the smallest possible space. 
It will, however, be convenient to attempt here a picture of the 
structure of Forms, based on such indications as he gives. This 
question has a bearing on the problem left over from the Parmenides : 
How and in what sense is a Form both one and many ? 

Here it must once more be stated that no satisfactory account of 
the relations of Platonic Forms can be given in terms of Aristotelian 
logic. We have seen that Plato was not concerned with proposi¬ 
tional forms, his Dialectic studies realities, and his conception of 
these realities was radically different from Aristotle’s. When 
Aristotle comes to consider the constituents of propositions—sub¬ 
jects and predicates—^metaphysical assumptions are involved 
There are thmgs—substances—whose nature is such that their 
names can only stand as subjects, other thmgs—attnbutes—whose 
names can stand as predicates. The most real things in the world 
are concrete mdividual substances, having a core of essential bemg 
together with that material substrate which prevents them from 
bemg an5d;hing but subject, and a fringe of mherent and dependent 
attnbutes. Specific and generic concepts are not primary sub¬ 
stances with an independent existence, not full-blooded realities, 
but abstractions. As a consequence, the higher we ascend in the 
hierarchy of genera and species, the further we are from full reahty. 
The higher the term, the poorer m content and the more abstract 
it becomes Every proposition, we are told, has a subject and a 
predicate. The subject proper is the real, independently existmg, 
substance. Predicates are all the thmgs asserted to ‘ belong to ’ 
a substance, mcluding its species and genus, its qualities, quantity, 
etc. Finally, these predicates axe classed in categories—a set of 
pigeon-holes to one of which (and only one) any given predicate can 
be assigned. 

Now, all this cannot be foisted upon Plato. His ontology, as 
Aristotle was not slow to pomt out, was fundamentally different. 
The mdividual members of a class of things existing m time and 
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space are not ‘ real ’ things (Svrtos Svra). They become and pensh 
and change , they are indefinite in number and unknowable. They 
cannot enter into truths that can be known, they are not the 
subjects of the universal truths of science. The goal of Dialectic 
is not to establish propositions ascnbmg a predicate to aU the 
individuals in a class The objective is the definition of an in¬ 
divisible species—a Form—by genus and specific differences. What 
we define is not' aU men ’ but the unique Form ‘ Man ’. A definition 
IS not a subject-predicate proposition. The many-worded formula 
' three-sided plane figure ’ is the exphcit statement of the complex 
contents of the Form ' Tnangle'. The two expressions are eqmva- 
lent, neither is a ‘ predicate ’ of the other. The Platomc statement 
‘ Man {the Form) is Animal (partakes of, blends with the Form 
Animal)' is not the same as the statements, ‘ All men are animals ’ 
or ‘ Animal (the predicate) belongs to aU men (as subjects) ’ The 
Platonic science has nothmg to say about ‘ all men ’ or ' some 
men' or ' this man ’. The only terms it contemplates are Forms. 

The question how Plato conceived the relations of Forms to one 
another presents a pecuhar difficulty. His metaphysics are far 
removed from the unconscious ontology of common sense, 
embedded in the structure of the Greek language, which fits the 
Anstotehan view. Yet Plato insists on usmg ordinary language, 
and we are reduced to inferring his conception partly from what we 
know of his metaphysics, partly from the metaphors he employs. 

At the head of a Table of Division stands a genenc Form, say 
' Animal We divide that Form, down through the subordmate 
differences to the indivisible species, Man, Ox, Lion, etc. Below 
that are only the indefimte number of mdividual men, oxen, lions, 
of which we take no account. Now, when we divide ' Animal 
what are we dividmg ? Not the class of all mdividual animals, but 
a smgle complex Form or nature, of which the subordmate Forms 
are called ' parts ’ (fioQia, fdQrj) The generic Form is said to 
' embrace ’ them, as a whole embraces its parts, and also to ‘ per¬ 
vade ’ them as a single character ' extended throughout them ^ ’. 
It IS this whole that we divide, as the Phaedrus says, ‘ accordmgto its 
natural articulations ’ {xax’ digOga Tt^grvxsv, Phaedr. 263E). 

That being so, Plato cannot hold that the higher we ascend m 
the hierarchy of genus and species, the poorer the terms become m 
content.* Were that true, the highest of all would be the poorest. 
The upward movement of thought would lead to the most shadowy 
of abstractions, not (as we learnt in the Republic) to the fullest 
and nchest of realities, the source of all other reahty and truth 
One of the important Kinds presently to be mentioned is Being (Exist- 
* On this point, see Stenzel, Zahl und Gestalt, iisff 
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ence, Reality) Suppose that Form to stand at the head of the 
whole hierarchy If it were the barest of all abstractions, nothing 
could be got out of it by an attempt to divide it into parts. It 
would have no parts, but be as simple and indivisible as the One 
Being of Paxmemdes. In Plato’s view the highest Form, whether 
it be called ‘ Being ' or ' the One ’ or ' the Good', must be not the 
poorest, but the richest, a umverse of real being, a whole containing 
all that IS real in a single order, a One Being that is also many. 
Such a Form is as far as possible from resembling an Aristotelian 
category; for the categories are precisely the barest of abstractions, 
at the furthest remove from substanti^ reality 
Now consider the lowest Forms m the hierarchy, the tnfimae 
speaes Each of these is called mdivisible [drofiov sISoq) because 
the process of Division can be carried no further. Below the tnfima 
species, such as ' Man there is nothing but the individual men 
which partake directly of that Form and of which we take no 
account. But the species is not simple and unanalysable, if it 
were, it could not be defined, and the object of the whole procedure 
IS to define it in terms of the generic Form and aU the differences 
that occur in its ancestry The names Ammal, Biped, Rational, 
are the names of parts or constituents of the complex specific Form, 
Man. This Form too is a One that is also many So both the 
genenc Form and the specific are complex The generic Form 
contains all the species and its nature pervades them all. The 
lowest species contains the nature of the genus and all the relevant 
differences. 

Here a diagram may help us In the traditional Logic of modem 
times, circles are used to symbohse genus and species as classes 
The large circle is a pen in which all animals are herded; the smaller 



pens contain all hons, all men, etc These are sets of individuals 
identical with ' some animals But Plato is not concerned with 
individuals ^ A different diagram is needed to symbolise the 

* Proclus in Farm i, p 42 (Cousin), interpreting Soph 253D, correctly 
observes, moreover, that the genus (fila. {8^0 Sia •voXAcSi' TerajitvT)) is not an 
aggregate [idpotana) of the species, but present m each of the species, being 
prior to them, and partaken of by each of them. 
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relations of Forms, We may obtain it, if we keep faithfully to 
Plato's metaphor of ‘ blending 

Take a circle to represent the generic Form ' Animaland 
suppose Its area to be coloured blue The blueness stands for the 
character or nature 'Animality’. Now divide the circle into two 
semicircles, and let one be coloured red, symbolising the nature of the 
difference ‘ Biped ’ (the other will stand for ‘ Many-footed ’) The 


Animal 



two colours will now be blended m the semicircle. Next add the 
further difference ‘ Rationala third colour blending with the other 
two. The blend of these three colours will stand for the complex 
content of the specific Form ‘ Man if we assume that to be definable 
as ‘ rational biped animal 

If we now imagine boundary Unes and colours representing all 
the other differences to have been filled in, the total result will 
be a picture of the complex generic Form, Animal The circumfer¬ 
ence of the circle will symbolise that the genus is ' a single Form 
embracing the many different Forms’ which are its parts. The 
onginal colour, blue, symbohses that the nature, animality, ‘ per¬ 
vades ’ aU parts of the area. The species are' many Forms, different 
from one another and embraced from without by a single Form ’. 
They are complex and definable ‘ wholes ’ The gepenc Form 
that IS divided is not the abstraction, animality. The differences 
are not parts of the meamng of animahty, if ' biped ’ were part 
of the meaning of ‘ animahty ’, all animals would be biped What 
is divided is the total complex Form, Animal, pictured by the com¬ 
plete pattern of colours 

This representation is supported by the descnption of the Form, 
Animal, in the Ttmaeus (30A). God created the visible universe 
as a living creature, with body, soul, and intelhgence After what 
pattern '> Not after the pattern of any ‘ part ’ (t&v h juigovg 
eldei, i.e. species of animal), for then it would be imp^ect, 
but after the pattern of ' that of which all hving creatures other 
than itself, severally and in their kinds, are parts {fwgca }; for 
that embraces and contains withm itself all the intelligible animals 
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(specific Forms of species of animal), as this (visible) cosmos contauis 
ourselves and all other visible creatures that exist (classes of indivi¬ 
dual animals) Again at 39E the Creator, designing to fashion all 
living creatures vathin the cosmos after the pattern of his model, 

' purposed that this world also should receive such and so many 
Forms as inteUigence discerns contamed in the Living Creature 
that truly is {^o 6 aag idiag S lari C^ov) 

Only by picturing the complex Form, Animal, in this way can 
we satisfy the conditions; (i) that the generic Form must be a 
whole of which the specific Forms are parts, (2) that the highest 
Form in a Table of Division must be the richest, not the poorest, 
m content, (3) that every specific Form must be hkewise a whole 
of parts, complex and definable. 

Let us now take the completed diagram, with all its blended 
colours, to represent the Real, the complete pattern of Forms which 
the dialectician has to divide, and can divide because it is complex. 
This is what was called ' the perfectly real ’ (rd navreMog &i>) or ‘ the 
All ’ dv TE Hal x 6 ndv) in the argument with the Friends of 
Forms, m so far as the Real consists of a pattern of unchanging 
Forms. This complex of Forms was what the Fnends of Forms 
originally recognised—a unity that was also a many, as contrasted 
with the Parmenidean Unity, which excluded plurality. We agreed 
that this changeless pattern must be recognised as a necessity of 
thought and discourse. We added, it is true, that it is not the 
whole of reality; the real must include such change as is mvolved 
in hfe and intelhgence. But we are not now concerned with that 
addition, but only with the unchangmg pattern of Forms, as the 
object of knowledge. 

As soon, however, as we had reached the conclusion that the Real 
must contain ‘ all that is unchanging and all that is in change ’, 
we argued that the Real caxmot be the same thing as realness. If 
we take any two Forms, Motion and Rest, realness is a ‘ third thing ’ 
that must belong to and ' embrace ’ both, just as we put it to the 
physicists that realness cannot be the same thing as' Hot' or' Cold ’, 
or as ‘ the-Hot-and-the-Cold ’, which in their view constituted the 
Real. It is this reatness (Existence) that will presently be described 
as one of the most important Kmds. It is a smgle Form or character 
extended everywhere throughout the many diverse Forms that 
blend with it. In the diagram it will appear as the single colour 
diffused over the whole area, before the other colours are added. 
It is simply the meanmg of the word' Existence ’, when we say that 
Motion or any other Form ‘ has existence ‘ exists ’. The other 
Forms, such as Motion and Rest, are parts of the Real; they are 
not parts of realness. If ‘realness' has any definition, neither 
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Motion nor Rest nor any other subordinate Form can appear in its 
definition, any more than ' biped ' can appear in the definition of 
' anunabty 

254B-D. Three of the most important Forms, selected for purposes 
of illustration • Existence, Motion, Rest 
The Stranger now returns from his digression on Dialectic to the 
next stage of his argument The purpose of the coming section, 
on the blending of Forms, is to brmg to light those meanmgs of ' is' 
and ' IS not' which are relevant to the proof that ‘ what is not' 
(in certam senses) may nevertheless exist. The discussion is simph- 
fied by taking three Forms—Existence, Motion, Rest—m isolation 
from all others, and considering what true statements, affirmative 
or negative, can be made about them, and what these statements 
mean. 

254B. Str. Now that we are agreed, then, that some of the Kinds 
will combine with one another and some will not, and that 
some combme to a small extent, others with a large number, 
while some pervade aU and there is nothmg against their 
c being combmed with everythmg, let us next follow up 
the argument m this way. We will not take all the Forms, 
for fear of gettmg confused m such a multitude, but choose 
out some of those that are recognised as most [or very) 
important, and consider first their several natures and then 
how they stand in respect of being capable of combination 
with one another. In this way, though we may not be able 
to conceive Being and Not-bemg with perfect clearness, we 
may at legist give as satisfactory an account of them as 
we can under the conditions of our present inquiry,^ and see 
D. if there is any openmg allowing us to assert that what is 
not, really ts what is not, and to escape unscathed. 
Theaet. Yes, we had better do that. 

Str. Now, among the Kmds, those we were just now 
discussmg—Existence itself and Rest and Motion— are very 
important.* 

1 Possibly a hint that m what follows we shall not draw all the distinctions 
that a complete account would require, or at least not emphasise those which 
do not directly bear on the conclusion desired 

* This sentence is usually mistranslated, iilyi<rra bemg'rendered as if it were 
Tu pcyioTa and taken as subject (1) Apelt ‘ Z>»e wichUgsten Gaiiungsbegrtffe, 
die wir vorher durchgtngen, warm dock das Seiende selbsi, sowte Stillstand und 
Bewegung.' (yeviov is, of course, not the antecedent of a the relative would 
be ( 5 v) (2) Campbell ' The iwosl importanl kinds are those which we have 

just been considering ' (3) Dits ‘ Or les plus grandes des genres sont ceux 

precisimenf que nous venons de passer en revtce : I'tlre Im-mtme, le re-bos et le 
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254D Theaet. Quite so 

Ste. And observe, we say that two of the three will not 
blend with one another ^ 

Theaet Certainly. 

Ste. Whereas Existence can be blended with both, for 
surely they both exist. 

Theaet Of course. 

Ste. So they make three in all. 

It has become the estabhshed practice to call these very important 
Kinds, together with Sameness and Difference, the Platonic ‘ Cate- 
gones ’. The use of this term is based partly on the mistranslation 
above noted, which makes Existence, Motion and Rest ‘ the most 
important Kinds partly on a passage in the Enneads where 
Plotinus, after demolishing the Aristotelian categones, deduces 
these five Kinds as ' the Kmds or pnnciples of Being ’ {ydvt] or OQxal 
to€ Snof) . Plotinus was probably thmkmg not only of our passage 
but of the appearance of Being, Sameness, and Difference m the 
highly figurative description of the composition of the world-soul 
m the Ttmaeus * That passage, however, which says nothing about 
Motion and Rest, lends no support to a list of five Kinds or pnnciples, 
and the argument here in the Sophist gives no ground whatever 
for imaginmg that these five Kinds hold the place afterwards 
occupied by Aristotle's categones, or for calbng them ' categories ’ 
at all There may be some sense of that vague and ambiguous word 
as used by modem philosophers, that might be considered appropn- 
ate. But we are concerned with the use of it m the fourth century 

mauvement' The point is important because all these rendenngs mean that 
Existence, Motion, and Rest are ihe most important kmds Plato does not 
assert this The previous speech said that we would select ‘ some of those 
that are recognised as most (or very) important' The present speech tells 
us which these ' some ' are, but they are only some of the most important, 
not the most important The subject is S yin's!) Si^fiev . fieyiara is predicate, 
standing first for emphasis and because it provides the link with the former 
speech We might translate " Now this description ' most important ’ (or 
‘ very important') among the ICinds does apply to those we have been dis¬ 
cussing, namely Existence, Rest, Motion " Accordingly, we take those as 
the ' some ' we said we would take. But there are others of the highest 
importance, as the earUer speech implied Sameness and Difference, presently 
added, are equally important, and actually ‘ wider ' than Motion and Rest, 
being ' all-pervading' like Existence These speeches leave open the possi¬ 
bility that there may be any number of other fieyiorra which we do not 
require to mention for our purpose The consequences of mistranslation will 
be noted presently 

^ That Motion not blend with Rest was remarked at 252D The point 
of these sentences is that Existence, Motion, Rest, are three distinct Forms, 
no one of them identical with any other 
’ 35 A-' 37A. 
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B.c , and to introduce it into Plato in any other sense than Aristotle’s 
IS to court confusion. 

Plato never uses the word ' category ’ There is no evidence that 
Katriyoqta ever meant an}dhing but ' accusation ’ until Anstotle 
gave it a technical use in Logic The verb Karriyogeiv was used 
in ordinary speech to mean ' to declare ' to assert ’. Anstotle, 
needmg a special word for what is asserted about a subject, adopted 
xarrjydQrj/M for ‘ predicate and xarr^yaqla for ' predicate ’ or 
‘ predication ’. ' Category ’ finally was used as a short expression 
for the' modes ’ or' fashions of predication ’ {axrifwxa xaxTyyoQlai;) 
arrived at by takmg a subject—say ‘ Socrates ’—and tabulating 
all the kmds of assertion you can make about it. ' Socrates is a 
man, an animal ’ these predicates are essential and belong to the 
category of Substance. ‘ Socrates is white ’ • this is Quahty. 
Socrates is five feet tall. this is Quantity. ‘ Socrates is m the 
Lyceum ’ this is Place , and so on. The Caiegones gives a list 
of ten such modes of predication , elsewhere it is doubtful whether 
a smaller number may not suffice 

Further, these predicates appear to be entities of different kinds 
and related to the subject in different ways Hence the categones 
also provide a classification of all the thmgs there are according to 
their mode of existence. They axe then ultimate and irreducible 
classes, reached by pushmg the question ‘ What is this ? ’ to the 
furthest point. ‘What is Socrates? A man What is a man? 
An animal What is Animal ? A Substance.’ Here we reach an 
ultimate class of entity ‘ What is this ? Red What is red 
A colour. What is colour ? A Quahty.’ Once more we have 
reached an ultimate class, and so with the rest. 

No one of these classes can be reduced or subordinated to any 
other. They are the summa genera of things, to one, and only 
one, of which any thing that exists can be assigned. If we now 
think of genera as classes, a summum genus is one of the widest 
classes, with the greatest extension It is easy to see why Plato’s 
phrase juiyurtov yhoi, which could be (wrongly) translated ' very 
wide ’ or ‘ widest genusshould be confused with Aristotle’s 
categories 

The confusion is entirely unwarranted. No one of Plato’s five 
Kmds (Forms, not classes) is, m Anstotle’s opmion, a category. 
Take ‘ Being ’ or ‘ Existence ’ In several places Anstotle says 
that Bemg (Existence) and Unity are not categones, precisely 
because they can be predicated of everythmg; they do not fall 
into any one of his ten pigeon-holes. The same is true of Sameness 
and Difference. As Plato goes on to remark, you can say of any 
thing that it is the same as itself, and different from everythmg else. 
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For that very reason Anstotle denies that they axe categories. 
That Motion and Rest should be categones coTild never occur to 
Aristotle’s mind; nor do modem cntics explain how Motion and 
Rest can be summa genera either of entities or of predicates. The 
upshot is that Plato never uses the word, and Aristotle, who does 
use it, considers it inapphcable to any of the five Kinds. 

The confusion that results from inixoduang the word may be 
illustrated from Campbell’s Introduction to the Sophist. On one 
page (xvii) he says; ‘ These predicates of sameness and difference 
axe found to be no less universally applicable than the form of Being. 
Thus Bemg, Sameness, or Difference, to use Aristotelian lafiguage, 
are universal predicaments or categones. Ever5d;hing, of which 
we can speak, exists, is the same in one relation, different m others, 
and is either at rest or in motion or both in different ways.’ Camp¬ 
bell’s reason for calling the Kinds ‘ categories ’ is precisely the reason 
why Aristotle refuses them that name. On the next page the 
reader is startled by the statement; ' But the categories of Plato 
are not connected with the theory of Predication, towards which, 
as appears even from Soph. a6ic, Plato had made but little progress. 
Even those of the SopUst axe rather ontological than logical, and 
are more nearly analogous to the ' four causes ’ of iht Metaphysics ; 
denoting, to use a convement distinction of Plotmus, rather the 
elements than the kinds of Being ’. To this it may be rephed that 
Anstotle’s categones are connected with the theory of Predication . 
that he never calls his four causes categories ; that categones are 
kinds, not elements, of Being. In fact, the Aristotelian use of 
' category ’ is totally misleading and irrelevant, and the word had 
no other techmcal use in the fourth century. 

Such axe the confusions that result from mterpreting Plato m 
terms of Aristotelian Logic Plotmus and modem cntics have 
been misled by the phrase ‘ very important (or very wide) Kinds ’. 
The word ‘ genus ’ later came to be used m opposition to eidos, 

‘ species ’. But Plato m the Parmenides and throughout the Sophist 
uses ‘ Kmd' (ydvos) and' Form ’ (eldog) indifferently ^ Both mean, 
not ‘ genus ’ or ' species ’ or ' class ’, but ' Form ’ or ' Nature ’ 
and I 3 da are used synonymously). No one of the Kmds is 
thought of as a class, either of entities or of predicates The epithet 
(dyurcov may mean no more than ' very important But the 

1 In the passage before us the Stranger says, ‘ let us choose some of the 
most important Forms (tlSij) and then ‘ among the Kinds (yevtSv) those we 
have been discussing are very important 

•‘The highest Kinds', 'the most important Kinds’ (Campbell), 'die 
wtchhgsten ' (Apelt) , ' les plus grandes' (Dite) ‘ Highest' should be avoided 
as suggesting summum genus 
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meanong ‘ wide ’ may be mcluded m the same sense that is apphcable 
to the generic or specific Forms (not classes) pictured as areas in 
our diagram. In making his tables of Division earher, Plato has 
spoken of dividmg a complex genenc Form mto parts that are 
/xiyuna ^ This probably means ' wide ’ as well as ‘ important 
for m a table of Division the differences should be taken in an order 
of descendmg wideness ; the field of the generic Form is narrowed 
at each step. Existence, Sameness, Difference are 'very wide’ 
m that they pervade and blend with every other Form and with 
one another But Plato does not say that these very wide or very 
important Forms are the widest in the sense that there are no others 
of equal extent. Umty has pist as good a claim as Being; for it 
IS true of everything that it is one. The Parmenides shows clearly 
enough that Plato was aware of this, and Plotmus is hard put to 
it to explain why Unity is not included * Further, Motion and 
Rest are not so wide as the others; bemg contraries, they divide 
the field of existents between them, and exclude one another. This 
in itself is enough to show that ' the widest Forms ’ would be a 
mistranslation. 

The really serious consequence of the confusion with categories 
is that some modem critics, misled by Plotinus, read a metaphysical 
significance into the passage that follows, and in particular suppose 
that Motion and Rest are here treated with reference to the part 
they play m the economy of the universe.® There is, however, no 
suggestion in the text that any one of these five Kinds is to be 
deduced or evolved out of any other. They are sunply posited 
from the outset as some (but not all) of the very important Forms 
The whole purpose of what follows is to eluadate the nature of 
Existence, Sameness, Difference (not of Motion and Rest). The 
analysis of these three vnll yield all the senses of the words ' is ’ 
and ' is not ’ that we are seekmg. For this purpose Plato requires 
two other terms which are contraries havmg the relation of In- 
compatibihty (d/ielxrco ngds AWiXco, 254D) as well as that of Differ¬ 
ence. He chooses Motion and Rest because (as the Stranger says) 
we have been discussing them, and for no ulterior reason. They 
come from the hst of contrary terms that had figured in Zeno’s 
dilemmas, mentioned at Farm. 1290. ' Likeness and Unlikeness, 

1229B,' Is there only one kind (yA>os) of Instruction, or several, and two of 
them np/toTO} ? ’ Dividing Ignorance ‘ through the middle ' (itari fUmv), 
we find one Form («lSor) that is and counterbalances all tile rest At 
220B Fishmg is divided Kori niyurra niprj 

* EiMl VII, 11, 9 

s A theory of this kmd, due to Professor Joachim, is summarised by Mr. 
Mure (Anstotle, 1932, pp 55 ff-). 
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Plurality and Unity, Rest and Motion, and all such things Any 
other pair of incompatible Forms would do as well. Had Plato 
used symbols, he might have written, not Motion and Rest, but 
A and Not-A, standing for any pair of contraries. If the reader 
will substitute these symbols for Rest and Motion in the following 
argument, he will find that its meaning and conclusions are in no 
way affected by the change. What is discussed is solely the nature 
and meanings of Existence, Sameness, and Difference. The nature 
of Motion (as such) and Rest (as such) is not in question at all.s 
The only fact about them that is relevant is that they are contrary 
and incompatible. 

A diagram representing the three chosen Forms in isolation from 
all others wiU suffice to symbolise all the relations that will be dis- 
tmgmshed m the commg analysis. The hne dividing Motion from 
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Rest stands for their incompatibility Three different colours 
symbolise the different natures of the three Forms Motion and 
Rest blend with Existence, but not with one another. 

Before we go on to the introduction of the two other all-pervadmg 
Forms considered—Sameness and Difference—^we may take note 
of the statements already made about Existence, Motion, and Rest. 

Motion (or Rest) blends with Existence (and with other Forms, 

including Sameness and Difference). 

Motion does not blend with Rest 
These are statements of Compatibihty and Incompatibihty. Plato 
does not emphasise negative statements of this type, denying 
that one Form blends or combines with or partakes of another. 
As already remarked, the relation mtended is not the meanmg of 
the ' copula ’, linkmg subject to predicate in traditional Logic; 
for we can equally say ' Existence blends with Motion ’. Hence, 
though the word ‘ partaking' is used, the relation is not the same 
as that which connects an individual man to his specific Form, 

1 Again, Phaedrus 2610 refers to tUe Eleatic Palamedes’ (Zeno’s) proofs 
that things are ‘ like and unlike, one and many, at rest and moving '. Cf 
Introd , pp 7, 8 

’ Save in so far as certain consequences about (e.g ) actual motion would 
follow if ‘ Motion exists' were not true 
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Man, in ‘ Socrates is human ’ All statements assignmg ‘ names' 
to individual things have been ruled out at the begmnmg of this 
whole discussion (251A, p. 253) The ‘ copula' has no place any¬ 
where in Plato’s scheme of the relations of Forms. The above 
two statements are taken as equivalent to 

Motion (or Rest) exists 
Motion does not rest 

‘ To exist ’ and ' to rest ’ are verbs, and verbs are later defined 
as names for ‘ actions ’, though, as we shall see, this definition is 
not to be taken as strictly adequate * Actions, the meanmgs of 
verbs, are treated as Forms Plato does not go into the question 
whether such Forms difier in any important way from Forms 
which are the meamngs of nouns or adjectives. These types of 
statement, expressing Compatibihty or Incompatibility, are not 
further analysed in the sequel. One particular set of statements 
of such a type will specially concern us, namely; 

Motion (or any other Form) exists 
Every such statement, whatever Form may stand as subject, is 
true. If we substitute 

Motion IS an existent 
Motion is not a thmg at rest, 

the word ' is ’ will mean ‘ is the same as ’—the other sense of ‘ is 
presently to be considered 

254D-255E. Two further Forms, Sameness and Difference, distmct 
from these three and all-pervading 
The Stranger next mtroduces two fresh Forms, Sameness and 
Difference, and shows in detail that neither of these can be identified 
with any of the three. Existence, Motion, Rest. We shall thus 
have five distinct irreducible Forms in all, whose combinations 
we can study. 

254D Str. And each one of them (Existence, Motion, Rest) is 
different from the other two,® and the same as itself. 

E Theaet That is so. 

Str. But what do we mean by these words we have just 
used—‘ same ’ and ' different ’ ? Are they a pan: of Kinds 
distmct from those three, though always necessarily blending 
with them, so that we must consider the Forms as five in 
all, not three ? Or, when we say ‘ same ’ or ‘ different ’, 
255 are we unconsciously using a name that belongs to one or 
another of those three Kinds ? 

1 See p 308 

’ This statement at once notes that Difference is distinct from Incompati¬ 
bility , for Motion and Rest are not incompatible with Existence 
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255, Theaet. Possibly. 

Ste. Well, Motion and Rest at any rate cannot be 
(identical with) Difference or Sameness. 

Theaet Why not ? 

Str Neither Motion nor Rest can be (identical with) any¬ 
thing that we say of both of them in common. 

Theaet. Why ? 

Str. Because Motion would then be at rest, and Rest in 
motion ; for whichever of the two (Motion or Rest) becomes 
applicable to both (by being identified with either Sameness 
or Difference, which are applicable to both) will force the 
other (Rest or Motion) to change to the contrary of its 

B. own nature, as thus coming to partake of its contrary. 
Theaet. Quite so, 

Str. But both do partake of Sameness and Difierence. 
Theaet, Yes. 

Str. Then we must not say that Sameness or Difference 
is (identical with) Motion, nor yet with Rest.i 
Theaet. No. 

Str Are we, however, to think of Existence and Sameness 
as a single thing ? 

Theaet. Perhaps. 

Str. But if ‘ Existence ’ and' Sameness' have no difference 
in meaning, once more, when we say that Motion and Rest 

C. both ' exist', we shall thereby be speakmg of them as being 
' the same'. 

Theaet. But that is impossible. 

Str, Then Sameness and Existence cannot be one thing. 
Theaet. Hardly. 

* This argument is highly compressed and somewhat obscure even with 
the additions I have interpolated m the translation We want to prove that 
neither the word ‘ Motion ’ (or ‘ being in motion ’) nor the word ‘ Rest ’ (or 
' bemg at rest ’) can mean the same thmg as either the word ' Sameness ’ 
(or ‘ being the same') or the word ‘ Difierent' (or ‘ being different ’) The 
proof IS; (1) We know that 

Motion blends with Sameness 
Rest „ „ Sameness 

Motion „ „ Difference 

Rest „ „ Difierence. 

(2) We now say • Anything that can be asserted of (blends with) both Motion 
and Rest—and Sameness and Difference do blend with both—cannot be 
identical with either. (3) For suppose (for example] that Motion is identical 
with Sameness. Then ‘ Motion ’ can be substituted for ' Sameness ’ in any 
statement. So the second statement above (‘ Rest blends with Sameness ’) 
becomes ‘ Rest blends with Motion ’ But this is false Therefore Motion is 
not identical with Sameness The same proof holds of all the other identifica¬ 
tions of Motion with Difference, Rest with Difference, Rest with Sameness. 
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255G. Str. We may, then, set down Sameness as a fourth Form, 
additional to our three. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

The nature of Sameness is somewhat neglected m the sequel, 
though Campbell’s remark that ‘the distinction between Being 
and Sameness is hardly maintained m what foUows' is not justified 
The distinction is clear, but not dwelt upon, because our main 
concern is with Difference: we are trying to clear up confusions 
about the meanings of ' is not ’ rather that the meanings of ‘ is ’. 
Every Form, we have seen, is ' the same as itself ’ (354D). That 
is, every Form is what it is, has a nature which is pecuhar to it 
and constant, so that it is ' always the same ' (del &aa‘ 6 rcoQ 2%si), 
or keeps its identity. This identity appears m the diagram as the 
peculiar colour standing for the nature or essence (odold) of the 
Form. This essence is, of course, distinct from its existence 
Sameness itself is considered as a smgle Form of which all these 
samenesses are instances, as Colour might be called the one Form 
of which aU the diverse colours in our diagram are instances. Thus 
Sameness is all-pervadmg, hkd Existence, and is distinct from 
Existence. We have thus two meanmgs of ‘ is ’. ‘ exists ’ and 
‘ IS the same as 

255c. Str. And are we to call Difference a fifth ? Or must we 
think of Difference and Existence as two names for a smgle 
Kmd? 

Theaet. Perhaps. 

Str. But I suppose you admit that, among things that 
exist, some are always spoken of as being what they are * 
just in themselves, others as bemg what they are with 
reference to other things 
Theaet. Of course 

D. Str. And what is different is always so called with refer¬ 
ence to another thing, isn’t it ? 

Theaet. That is so. 

Str. It would not be so, if Existence and Difference were 
not very different things. If Difference partook of both 
characters ^ as Existence does, there would sometimes be, 

1 The addition of the words ' being what they are ‘ is justified by the 
statement below (ny) that what is different is what xt is (roOfl’ oirep ixrrlp) with 
reference to another thing Cf also Farm 133c, Saai tQv tSewx irpoj aAAif^as 
fMf al elaxv, for instance, aMj Seoworeio ovr^s SouAelas ioriv 5 ion 

• I e TO koB’ airi and to xrp 6 s aXXo Note that Existence, which includes 
both these Forms, is .said to partake o/both This is one of the places which 
show that ' partakmg ’ is symmetncai in the case of Forms 
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2350 within the class of different things, something that was 
different not with reference to another thing But m fact we 
undoubtedly find that whatever is different, as a necessary 
consequence, is what it is with reference to another. 
Theaet It is as you say. 

Str. Then we must call the nature of Difference a fifth 

E. among the Forms we are singling out. 

Theaet. Yes 

Str. And moreover we shall say that this nature pervades 
all the Forms ; for each one is different from the rest, not 
by virtue of its own nature, but because it partakes of the 
character of Difference. 

Theaet Quite so. 

Difference is here distinguished from Existence by the fact that 
Existence blends with (‘ partakes of ’) both the characters belonging 
respectively to things which ‘ are what they are ]ust in themselves ’ 
{m6‘ aiird) and things which ' are what they are with reference 
to other things ’ {jiqoq d.X'ka). I have avoided the words ' absolute ’ 
and ' relative ’ because some of their associations are misleading.' 
The term ' relative ’ may, however, be used, provided that we 
understand how Plato and Anstotle conceived of relative terms, as 
distinct from ' relations 

In Anstotle relative terms figure as one of the categones, because 
he supposed that every proposition has a subject and a predicate, 
and relative terms must consequently be a special class of predicates. 
Plato before him had observed that some ' names' (as he would 
say) had the peculianty that a thing only has such a name' towards' 
or ‘ in companson with ’ or ‘ with reference to' something else 
{Tisds SUo). Thus at Rep. 438A, Plato speaks of ‘ things which 
are such as to be o/something ’ or ‘ than something ’. ‘ The greater' 
IS such as to be greater than something , and so with ' more ’ and 

1 Mr. Mure, Anstotle, p 57, wntes ■ ‘ Though he does identify otherness 
■with not-bemg, he then introduces a distinction between self-subsistent and 
dependent (relative, adjectival) being, and identifies otherness with dependent 
being—a proceeding dubious enough m itself, and one which increases a 
certain confusion present throughout the discussion between being in the 
sense of the abstract, minimal, characterisation of all that is, and being m 
the sense of Reality as a complete whole ’ Again at p 180, ' Plato's distinc¬ 
tion of self-subsistent from dependent being is possibly the source of Anstotle's 
conception of substance and accident ’ Plato is not guilty of this ‘ dubious 
proceeding’ He is not speaking of self-subsistent and dependent or ad¬ 
jectival being Both in Plato and m Anstotle to irpS; ti means ‘ relative 
not' dependent' or ‘ adjectival' or ' accidental ’ This misunderstanding is 
coimected with attempts to find m this part of the Sophist an evolution of 
reahty on the Imes suggested by Plotmus 
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‘ less ' heavier ' and ‘ lighter ’ (comparatives), ' doubles ’ and 
‘ halves hot things as compared mih (ngos) cold things So too 
knowledge is knowledge of something; thirst is thirst for some¬ 
thing.! These names which things have ‘ towards ’ or ‘ with refer¬ 
ence to ’ something else were called ' relative' (id ngog xi) 
Chapter 7 of the Categories follows Plato closely• “All those 
(things predicates are said to be ' with reference to something ’ 
(utgog ri), which are what they are of (or ' than etc.—any gemtive) 
other things or axe in any other way (e g, the dative case) ‘ towards 
something ” Examples are; ' The greater is what it is (greater) 
than another thing {ixdgov) ' A habit is a habit of something, 
knowledge is knowledge of something, attitude is the attitude of 
something ' ‘ A mountain is high tn comparison with (ngog) some¬ 

thing.’ ' What IS similar is similar to something else (dative) ’ All 
relatives have correlatives {avxurxgicpovxa) ‘ a slave is said to be 
the slave of a master, the master to be master of a slave. ‘ Correl¬ 
atives,’ we are told, ‘ are thought to come into existence simultane¬ 
ously ’; the existence of a master implies the existence of a slave, 
but this is not true of all, the objects of knowledge or of perception 
(the knowable, perceptible) can and do exist before the knowledge 
or perception of them exists, whereas knowledge and perception 
cannot exist without their objects Specially illuminatmg is the 
discussion whether any substances are relative. Primary sub¬ 
stances and their species are not ' Wood ’ is relative only in so 
far as it is someone’s property, not qua wood But are ‘ head' 
and ‘ hand ’ relative or not A head or hand must be the head or 
hand of somebody The writer is inclined to think that ‘ head ’ 
and ‘ hand ’ are not relative, because, although we know that a head’ 
must be somebody's head, we can know the essential nature of' head ’ 
without knowing whose head it is But, he adds, it is hard to say 
that no substance is relative without an exhaustive examination, 
which he does not attempt. 

It would not occur to a modern writer on Logic to wonder whether 
‘ head ’ or ‘ hand' must be a relative term because such a thing 
must belong to somebody Obviously, the author of the Categories 
did not conceive of relations as subsisting between two things, as 
they are now sjmibohsed by R standing between a and b in aRb 
He thinks of ‘ relative things' or ‘ relative names ’, some are 
substantives, some adjectives, aU are predicates Perception and 
its object are correlative things, yet you can destroy perception 
without destroying its correlative Perception and knowledge are 
not conceived as relations subsisting between the subject and the 

‘ vdifiaTas It so happens that ' of * for and ‘ than ’ are all expressed 
in Greek by the genitive case 
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object, and necessanly disappearing with the suppression of either. 
The examples given are nouns and adjectives, not verbs, which fall 
under other categones; ' action and passion ’, ' state ', ' position 
Space and Time relations again belong to other categories. ' In 
the Lyceum' is a predicate in the category of Place ; ' yesterday ’, 
a predicate m the category of Time. Prepositions, not being ' predi¬ 
cates have no place in any category, and it does not occur to the 
writer that a preposition in itself means a relation.^ ‘ Relations ’, 
in fact, are not recognised as a class of entity distinct from predi¬ 
cates. The author considers only nouns and adjectives signifymg 
properties with the peculiarity that a subject has these properties 
'with reference to something else’. A man has the property 
‘ fatherhood ’ towards his son It was reserved for still living logi¬ 
cians to discover that a proposition like ‘ Socrates is shorter than 
Phaedo ’ has two subjects with a relation between them, and no 
predicate at all. 

That Plato conceived relative terms in the same way is dear 
from the Phaedo, where he speaks of a man partaJong of tallness 
in the same sense that he partakes of beauty. Socrates has in him 
a tallness towards (as compared with, jtpd?) a shortness that is in 
Simmias. These characters residing in the two men are 

distinguished from the unique Forms (Tallness itself, Shortness 
itself), of which we might call them instances These individual 
properties cannot change into their contraries (any more than the 
Forms can do so). If Simmias grows to be taller than Socrates, 
the tallness in Socrates either ‘ perishes ’ or ‘ gives way to the 
approach ' of its contrary. Thus the Phaedo clearly treated relations 
as properties, and whatever mferences may be based on the passage 
about size and number in the Theaetetus (p 45), he has not aban¬ 
doned Forms of relative terms. 

This reduction of relations to ‘ relative things ’ or ' names ’ 
explams the passage before us. ' Different' is a relative name which 
things have towards other things. Difference is not a relation 
subsisting between the two things. Two different Forms are said 
to ‘ partake of the character of Difference ' {fietixeiv tjjc Idiag 
Oarigov) in addition to having their own nature, though it must 
be remembered that ‘ partake ’ should mean no more than ' blend 
with ’. ' Difference ’ is a Form which ' pervades ’ aU the Forms 
(did ndvrcov dis^TjMvtd), ]ust as Existence pervades them all. 
In this way Differaice can be said to be a character (id^a) or nature 
[qiiaig) ‘ Aspersed ’ over the whole field of Reality (260B). 
Every Form has its own peculiar nature, essence, constant identity, 

1 The word ‘ preposition ' is introduced into some translations oi the 
Categones, but it is not in the text. 
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' sameness ’; it always is what it is. But just because this nature 
IS pecuhar and unique, every Form has its ‘ difference ’ distmgiush- 
mg it from any other. Its name blends with Difference in the 
negative statement that it is not any other 
The class of relative thmgs is introduced in connection with 
Difference, not with Samenes?, but Plato seems to regard Same¬ 
ness as a relative thmg. Thus he says, Motion is the same as itself 
‘ because of its participation m Sameness towards ttself ’ {di& xijv 
fiideSiv radrov ngds eawf^v, 256B). It is equally true of Sameness 
that it pervades all the Forms. 

255E-257A A remew of true statements involving the five Forms 
shows that there are any number of true statements asserting that 
‘ what ts ’ in a sense ' is not ’ 

It is now established that all the five Forms are distinct. No 
one can be reduced to, or identified with, any other (nor, we may 
add, evolved or deduced from any other). The Stranger now pro¬ 
ceeds to formulate statements in which the names of these Forms 
appear The statements are taken as obviously true. The purpose 
is to see in what ways one of these Forms (Motion is taken as the 
example) blends with others in true affirmative statements or is 
disjomed from them in true negative statements. The statements 
are grouped in pairs, affirmative and negative, such as 

f Motion is not (Rest) 

(Motion is (t.e eidsts) 
r Motion is the same (as itself) 

(Motion is not the Same (Sameness). 

Such statements had been represented as contradictory by Enstics, 
uratatmg Zeno’s disproof of the existence of a Many by dilemmas 
leadmg to such alleged contradictions. That Plato had these 
dilemmas in mmd is dear from his reference to them below (259D). 
Here he is content to show that all these statements are true and 
consistent, when the ambigmties of ‘ is ’ and ‘ is not' are recognised. 

a55E. Str. Now, then, taking our five Kinds one by one, let us 
make some statements about them. 

Theaet What statements ? 

Str. First about Motion: let us say that Motion is 
altogether different from Rest Or is that not so ? 
Theaet. It is so. 

Str. So Motion is not Rest. 

Theaet, Not in any sensed 

1 Possibly ' altogether different' and ' not in any sense ’ mean that Motion 
and Rest are not only different but also incompatible 
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256. Str. But Motion ts (exists), by virtue of partaking of 
Existence. 

Theaet. Yes 

Str And once more Motion is different from the Same 
(Sameness) ^ 

Theaet. No doubt 

Str. So Motion is not the Same (Sameness), 

Theaet. No. 

Str. But on the other hand, Motion, we said, is the same 
as itself, because everythmg partakes of the Same (Same¬ 
ness) * 

Theaet Certainly. 

Str Motion, then, is both the same and not the Same • 
we must admit that without bogghng at it. For when we 
say it IS ' the same ’ and ‘ not the Same ’ we are not using 
B the expression in the same sense . we call it ‘ the same ’ 
on account of its participation in the Same with reference 
to itself, but we call it ‘ not the Same ’ because of its 
combination with Difference, a combmation that separates 
it off from the Same (Sameness) and makes it not the Same 
but different, so that we have the nght to say this time that 
it is ‘ not the Same ’ 

Theaet. Certamly 

Str So too, supposing Motion itself did in any way 
participate in Rest, there would be nothing outrageous m 
speaking of it as stationary. <^But it does not in fact parti¬ 
cipate in Rest at aU. 

Theaet No, it does not 

Str Whereas it does participate both in Sameness and in 
Difference, so that it is correct to speak of it as both the 
same and not the Same> 

Theaet Perfectly correct, provided that we are to agree 
that some of the Kmds will blend with one another, some 
will not. 

c. Str Well, that is a conclusion we proved at an earher 
stage, when we showed that such was mdeed their nature. 
Theaet Of course * 

• In Greek the appearance of contradiction is increased by meaning 
both ‘ Sameness ’ and ' the same' 

• Reading avrfj irdy ravroO with Madvig This reading better expresses 
the meaning (which is the same, anyhow) than the avrjj wavr’ avroO of 
the manuscripts 

• I understand the argument heie as follows We have ]ust said that 
Motion IS the same and not the same (as partaking of Difierence) This 
sounds like a contradiction how can what is the same partake of Differ- 
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256c Str To go back to our statements, then is Motion differ¬ 
ent from Different (Diflference), just as it was other than 
the Same (Sameness) and other than Rest ? 

Theaet. Necessarily 

Str Motion, then, in a sense is not Different, and also is 
different, in accordance with the argument we stated just 
now 

Theaet. True. 

We have now collected the following pairs of statements, which 
an Eristic would regard as contradictory but which are in fact all 
true and consistent; 

(Motion is not (Rest) 

1 Motion is (* e. exists), 
f Motion IS not the Same (Sameness) 

(Motion IS the same (as itself). 

(■Motion IS not DrSerent (Drfference) 

(Motion is different (from Difference) 

The same procedure is now used to refute the fundamental Eleatic 
doctrine that there is no sense m which that-which-is (to Sv) can 
not-be There is a sense m which the Real (everything that is real, 
including Realness or Existence itself) ‘ is not ’ Anything real is 
the subject of innumerable true statements, asserting that it is not 

ence ? ‘ Same' and ' Different ’ sound as if they were contranes and so incom¬ 
patible, like Motion and Rest, which are contraries and incompatible But 
suppose Motion and Rest were merely different, not mcompatible: then 
Motion could partake of Rest and be called stationary That is impossible 
because Motion and Rest are m fact incompatible But the sameness which 
Motion has towards itself and the difference it has towards other things are 
not incompatible So there is no contradiction m saying Motion is the same 
and not the same (Cf Brochard, &ludes, 143 ) 

If this IS the meaning, the text is intolerably elliptical and obscure. Hein- 
dorf suspected a lacuna, which he filled thus 256B, 7, npoaayopeveiv, yffj' Si 
oi fieTaXajipdvei &E oi yap offv BE ariynov apa <ndaifuiy airljv irpoaayopcdiiv 
9 E opBorard ye This makes Theaetetus' reply somewhat more m- 

telligible, hut still leaves the argument obscure I propose <(vuv’ Si oOSo/kSj 
peToXappdvet 8E oil yap BE rairov Si y’ Spa Kai Baripov perexovaav 
SpBws exei Kal raBrdy avrijv koI ou ra^Sv irpouayopedeiv^ as above translated 
Theaetetus’ reply will then mean ' Perfectly correct, provided that we are 
to admit that some Kinds (such as Motion, Sameness, Difference) will combine, 
others (Motion and Rest) wiU not ’ 

Other critics suppose that Plato is suggesting that there is, after all, a 
sense m which Motion does partake of Rest, e g the uniform motion of a 
sphere in the same place (Difes), or because Motion partakes of stabffity m 
that it can be measured and described (Ritter, N Unt 61) But I agree 
with Brochard that the reference to earher statements assertmg that Motion 
and Rest are incompatible excludes such interpretations. 
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{is different from) anything else that is real. We take first Motion 
as an instance of a real thing, and pomt out that 

{Motion IS a thing that is not (Existence) 

{Motion IS a thing that is {t.e. exists). 

256c. Str. What, then, of the next pomt ? Are we to say that 
Motion is different from three of the four, but not from the 

D. fourth, when we have agreed that there were five Kinds 
in the field we set before us for examination ? 

Theaet. How can we ? We cannot allow that their 
number is less than it was shown to be. 

Str. So we may fearlessly contend that Motion is different 
from Existence. 

Theaet. Without the smallest fear 

Str. In fact, it is clear that Motion really is a thing that 

is not (Existence) and a thing that is, since it partakes of 

Existence. 

Theaet, Perfectly clear. 

This conclusion is now generalised. it applies to all the Forms 
Of any Form it can be said that it is a thing that is not (any other 
Form) and also a thing that is (t.« exists) Finally, it is pointed 
out that this is as true of Existence itself as of any other Form 

256D. Str. It must, then, be possible for ' that which is not ’ 
(t.«. is different from Existence) to be (to exist), not only 
in the case of Motion but of all the other Km^. For in 

E. the case of them all the nature of Difference makes each 
one of them different from Existence and so makes it a 
thing that ‘ is not ’, and hence we shall be right to speak 
of them all on the same pnnciple as thmgs that m this 
sense ' are not and agam, because they partake of Exist¬ 
ence, to say that they ‘ are ’ (exist) and call them things 
that have being (existence). 

Theaet, No doubt. 

Str. So, in the case of every one of the Forms there is 
much that it is and an indefinite number of things that it 
IS not.^ 

Theaet. So it appears. 

257. Str. And, moreover. Existence itself must be called differ¬ 
ent from the rest. 

Theaet. Necessarily. 

1 This means that many aifirmative statements are true of any Form, and 
also any number of negative statements, expressmg its difference from other 
Forms This conclusion is next apphed to Existence itself 
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257 Str. We find, then, that Existence likewise ' is not ’ in 
as many respects as there are other things , for, not being 
those others, while it is its single self, it ts not all that 
indefinite number of other thmgs. 

Theaet. That is so. 

Str Then we must not boggle even at that conclusion, 
granted that Kinds are of a nature to admit combination 
with one another. If anyone deraes that, he must win over 
our earlier arguments to his side before he tries to win over 
their consequences. 

Theaet. That is a fair demand. 

In this passage to Sv pnmanly means the single Form, Existence 
itself, one of the five Forms we selected We have seen that 
fExistence is (exists^). 

1 Existence is not (any other Form). 

But the conclusion apphes equally to what Parmemdes meant by 
t 6 Sv, ' that which exists the Real, if we understand this as a 
collective name for all the existing Forms which make up reality. 
It IS true of anjdhing that is real, that it exists and is not anythmg 
else, and of the Real as a whole that it is not any one of its parts In 
fact, rd Sv here, like rd itegov earhei, is verbally ambiguous. The 
ambiguity enables the statement to cover two conclusions, which are 
both true. The second is 

rAny existent is (exists) 

lAny existent is not (any other existent). 

We have thus estabhshed the first point against Parmenides' 
dogma that there is no way in which ‘ that which is ’ can ' not-be ’ 
We have shown that an unlimited number of negative statements 
are true of any existent or of Existence itself. 

257B-258C. There are also any number of true statements asserting 
that ' what is not ’ tn a sense ' ts ’ 

The next section refutes Parmemdes’ complementary dogma. 

‘ There is no sense in which that-which-is-not can be ’ This section 
is concerned with ‘ that which is not ’ (rd Sv) in the sense ex¬ 
plained, namely ' the different ’, * e. any existent defined as different 
from some other existent, for example, ‘ the not-tall ’, ' the not- 
beautiful ’ It is first pointed out that ‘ that which is not' in this 
sense is distmct from ' Non-existence ’ and from ‘ the non-existent ’, 
both of which are covered by the phrase ‘ the contrary of what 
exists (or of Existence) ', zoSvavrlov xov ovrog. 


* Or perhaps ‘ is the same as itself ’—^has a being or identity of its own 
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257B Str. Now let us mark this. 

Theaet. Yes ? 

Str When we speak of ' that which is not it seems that 
we do not mean something contrary to what exists but only 
something that is different 
Theaet. How ’ 

Str. In the same way that when, for example, we speak of 
somethmg as ‘ not tallwe may just as well mean by that 
phrase ' what is equal ’ as ‘ what is short mayn't we ^ ^ 
Theaet Certainly 

Str So, when it is asserted that a negative signifies a con¬ 
trary, we shall not agree, but admit no more than this 

c. that the prefix ' not ’ indicates something different from the 
words that follow—or rather from the things designated by 
the words pronounced after the negative. 

Theaet. Exactly 

' The different ’ is ' the not so-and-so Remembering that the 
discussion is confined to the world of Forms and their relations, 
we can now see that the whole field of reality, divided up into all 
the subordinate Forms, can be regarded as covered by Forms, 
every one of which can be negatively described as ‘ that which is 
not so-and-so ’. So ‘ the nature of the Different ’ is distnbuted 
over the whole field, just as much as the nature of Existence. ' The 
not-beautiM ’ is the collective name for all the Forms there are, 
other than the single Form, ' Beautiful ’. ' The not-beautiful ’ is 
a special name for this ‘ part ’ of the Different, just as the various 
species (' parts') of knowledge have special names. 

257G. Str And here, if you agree, is a point for us to consider. 
Theaet Namely > 

Sts. The nature of the Different (Difierence) * appears to 
be parcelled out, m the same way as knowledge, 

Theaet. How so ? 

Str. Knowledge also is surely one, but each part of it that 
commands a certain field is marked off and given a special 
D. name proper to itself Hence language recognises many 
arts and forms of knowledge.® 

* ‘ Short ’ IS the contrary of ‘ tall ’, bnt ' equal' is not, so the equal is 
difierent from the tall, not contrary Similarly ' the not-beautiful ’ is not 
necessarily ' the ugly ' 

* The ambiguity of Sartpov in all this section—' the different' (that which Is 
different) and ‘ Difference itself ‘—will be discussed below 

’ Knowledge and its species are a mere illustration There is no suggestion 
that the species of knowledge correspond to ' parts of the DifferentEvery 
Form is a part of the Different, but there is not a species of knowledge for 
every Form See however Prod in Tim 11 1 32 
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257D. Theaet Certainly. 

Str. And the same thing is true of the parts of the single 
nature of the Different 

Theaet Perhaps , but shall we explain how ? 

Str. There exists a part of the Different that is set in 
contrast to the Beautiful ^ 

Theaet Yes. 

Str Are we to say it is nameless, or has it a special name ? 
Theaet. It has Whenever we use the expression 'not 
Beautiful the thing we mean is preasely that which is 
different from the nature of the Beautiful. 

Str. Then tell me this. 

E. Theaet What ? 

Str. May we not say that the existence of the not-Beautiful 
IS constituted by its bemg marked off from a single definite 
Kind ^ among existing things and agam set m contrast with 
something that exists? 

Theaet Yes. 

Str So it appears that the not-Beautiful is an instance of 
something that exists bemg set in contrast to something that 
exists 

Theaet Perfectly. 

Str, What then ? On this showing has the not-Beautiful 
any less claim than the Beautiful to be a thing that exists ? 
Theaet None whatever 

258. Str And so the not-Tall must be said to exist ]ust as 
much as the Tall itself. 

Theaet. Just as much 

Str And we must also put the not-Just “ on the same 
footing as the Just with respect to the fact that the one 
exists no less than the other. 

Theaet Certainly. 

Str. And we shall say the same of all the rest, since we have 
seen that the nature of the Different is to be ranked among 
things that exist, and, once it exists, its parts dso must be 
considered as existing just as much as anything else. 
Theaet. Of course 

Str. So, it seems, when a part of the nature of the Different 


• nvis ivi^ yivovs, vtt the Beautiful, not' any single kind or ' some kind ’ 

(iris yi ■rivos yivovs) , , „ . . 

» The ‘ not-Just ’ is not ' the unjust but any Form that is different irom 
‘ the Just' For -epos, cf Theaet i8oa, irpos rd apiicpiv dvtivtu Note 
that the moral Forms (Beautiful, Just) once more appear alongside the 
rest 
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258. and a part of the nature of the Existent (Existence) 1 are 

B. set in contrast to one another, the contrast is, if it be per¬ 
missible to say so, as much a reahty as Existence itself, 
it does not mean what is contrary to ' existent but only 
what is different from that Existent. 

Theaet. That is quite clear 

Str. What name are we to give it, then ? 

Theaet. Obviously this is just that ‘ what-is-not ’ which 
we were seeking for the sake of the Sophist. 

Str. Has it then, as you say, an existence inferior to none of 
the rest m reahty ? May we now be bold to say that ' that 
which IS not ’ unquestionably ts a thing that has a nature of 

c. its own—^just as the Tall was tall and the Beautiful was 
beautiful, so too with the not-Tall and the not-Beautiful 
and in that sense ' that which is not ’ also, on the same 
pnnciple, both was and is what-is-not, a smgle Form to be 
reckoned among the many realities ’> Or have we any 
further doubts with regard to it, Theaetetus ? 

Theaet. None at all 

The Stranger has now completed his promised refutation of 
' Father Parmemdes’ pronouncement ’ by showmg ' that in a certam 
respect what is not, exists, and again what exists, in a sense is 
not ’ (241D). 

Translation of the foregoing argument into another language 
reveals that the terms xd dv, xaixdv, ddregov are used ambiguously. 
To dv means sometimes ‘ Existence itself', sometimes ' the exist¬ 
ent ’ or ' that which is so-and-so ’, xavx 6 v sometimes ' Sameness ’, 
sometimes ‘ that which is the same ’, ddregov sometimes' DiBerence ’, 
sometimes ' that which is different ’. But it is clear that Plato 
was not blind to these ambiguities He has indicated the two 
senses of rd dv quite clearly in the passage at 249D ff. where the 
Stranger passed from the discussion of the Real (that which is real) 
as containing both things that move and things that are at rest to 

1 Understanding 17 fioptov Tijs Oaripov ^ioitos koI (iioptov) rys roO otros 
(<l>Jaeus) avrtStois ‘ A part of the nature of the Existent', i e. ' that which 
18 so-and'so' {e g Beautiful). 

* Keeping the manuscript readmg, without inserting and 

It IS unlikely that both these phrases would be accident^Iy omitted 
< 3 <nrcp IS answered, not by ouru 81 , but by Kal (before t8 piya] Ti 
/wyo Kol TO pi) KoAiiv are particular examples of ‘ thedifierent ’, or ' thenot-so- 
and-so ’ (tA pii Sv) which ‘ has a nature of its own ’ Grammatically tA pi) piya 
Kol tA pii KoXov IS in apposition to the preceding ro pfj ov and shares its predicate 
^€^alois lari avroC ijiiimv ij(ov Then ooriu 8A koI, ktX gives the general 
conclusion applymg to tA prj Sv = tA irepov, the ' smgle Form ’ of which 
‘ the not-Tall ’, ' the not-Beautiful etc., have been called ' parts ' 

zgz 



HOW ‘ WHAT IS NOT ’ CAN ' BE ’ 

Realness or Existence as a Form of which ever37thing that is real 
partakes. Further, no writer who was unaware of the ambigmties 
could have constructed an argument which is perfectly lucid when 
the vanous meanings are kept distinct. 

What IS reaUy puzzling to us is the descnption of ‘ the not-Tah 
‘ the not-Beautiful etc , as ‘ parts of the nature of the Different 
(or Difference) ’. At the outset where the five selected Forms are 
proved to be distinct, ddregov clearly means the single Form, 
Difference At 255D it is called ‘ the nature of Difference ’ (j) datdgov 
q»j(ftg}, and this is said to ' pervade' aU the Forms, each of which 
‘ partakes of its characterBut what is meant by calhng ‘ the 
not-Beautiful ’, etc , ' parts of this single nature ’ (257D) ? 

Clearly' the not-Beautiful etc , are not parts of the single Form, 
Difference itself, the meaning of the word ' different ’. A Form 
can have parts in two senses, (i) If it is complex, the simpler 
Forms by which it is defined can be called parts, m that their names 
stand for parts of the meamng of its name. ' Figure ’ is part of 
the meamng of ' TnangleThis sense does not apply. ' Not- 
Beautiful ’ IS not a part of the meamng of ‘ Difference ’. (2) ‘ Parts ' 
may also mean ' species'—a meaning actually suggested by the 
analogy with knowledge and its species at 257c. But, once more, 
‘ the not-Beautiful ’ is not a species of Difference, as numerical and 
conceptual difference might be said to be. ' The not-Beautiful' 
evidently means ‘ that which is different from the Beautiful ’—a 
collective name for all the Forms there are, other than the Beautiful 
itself. These other Forms, whether singly or as a group, are not 
species of a genenc Form ‘ Difference What is ‘ the not-Beautiful * 
a ‘ part ’ of ? 

It IS a part of the whole field of Forms which make up the Real. 
It is, in fact, the whole group of Forms that is separated off from 
and contrasted with the smgle Form, the Beautiful itself. In the 
Statesman (262B ff) it is pomted out that such a part {/liQog) is not 
a Form [eldog). The Stranger there objects to the division of 
animals into men and beasts, t e human and not-human Negative 
terms like ‘ Bacbanan ’ (non-Greek), though they have a name, 
have no Form that could be subdivided. ' Not every part is a 
Form, though every Form is a part.’ So ‘ the not-Beautiful ’ is 
not a Form, but a group of Forms, negatively descnbed, which is 
a part of the Real * 

When it is said to be ' a part of the Different ’ or ' of the nature 
of the Different the Different must mean ‘ that which is different'. 
Since every part of the field of Forms is different from every other 

' Such a group of Forms is a whole (oAov) or complex of diverse parts, in 
the sense m which ‘ whole ’ is used m the description of Dialectic at 253° • 
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part, the whole field can be called ' the Difierent ’; it will bear 
the collective name ' that which is notjust as well as the name 
‘ that which is ’, and any Form or group of Forms can be called 
both existent and' a part of the Difierent In a Table of Division 
of genus into species, every positive determmation we reach as we 
descend is called a 'difference'. This technical term may be 
derived from Plato’s analysis here. It signifies that each positive 
element of content we discover m dividing the generic Form is a 
‘ difference ’, marked off by a line of division from something else. 
Positively, it IS an element m the identity (sameness) of the species 
we shall define by it; negatively, it differentiates that species from 
others. Thus ' the not-BeautifuI ’ is ' a part of the Different', 
though not of Difference itself; and the nature of Difference can be 
descnbed as diffused over the whole field of Forms, no less than is 
Existence, The thought is clear, but the language is certainly 
confusing, partly thanks to Plato’s way of thinking of Difference, 
not as a relation between things, but as a property of which things 
that are different ‘ partake ’. 

258C-259D Conclusion We have refutei Parmemdes’ dogma that 
' what ts' cannot w any sense not-be, and that' what is not ’ cannot 
in any sense be 

The Stranger now formulates the conclusions. Parmemdes for¬ 
bade us to assert ‘ that things that are not, are ’. That is to say, 
he recogmsed only one sense of ' is not', namely ‘ is totally non¬ 
existent '. We have ruled out that sense long ago , and now we 
have brought to light another sense, which allows us to assert that 
things which are not (are different from other things) nevertheless 
are (exist). 

258c. SxR. You see, then, that in our disobedience to Parmemdes 
we have trespassed far beyond the limits of his prohibition. 
Theaet In what way? 

Sir In pushing forward on our quest, we have shown him 
results in a field which he forbade us even to explore. 
Theaet How ? 

D. Str He says, you remember, 

' Never shall this be proved, that things that are not, are; 
but keep back thy thought from this way of inquiry ’. 
Theaet. Yes, he does say that. 

Str Whereas we have not merely shown that things that 
are not, are, but we have brought to light the real character 
of ‘ not-being ’. We have shown that the nature of the 

E, Different has existence and is parcelled out over the whole 
field of existent things with reference to one another, and 
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258E of every part of it that is set in contrast to ' that which 
IS ’ we have dared to say that precisely that ts really ‘ that 
which is not 

Theaet. Yes, sir, and I think what we have said is perfectly 
true 

For the purposes of the formal conclusion now to be stated—that 
things that are not (are different) exist—the relevant senses of ‘ is ’ 
and ‘ is not ’ are Existence and Difference. The third all-pervading 
Form, Sameness (' is the same as'), is left in the background without 
exphcit mention. The next speech (i) rules out non-existence (the 
only sense of ' not-bemg ’ that Parmenides would recognise) as a 
sense of ' is not ’ that has no application to Forms, and (2) describes 
how Existence and Difference are two Forms, both extending over 
the whole field of reahty and everywhere blending 

258E. Str Then let no one say that it is the contrary of the 
existent that we mean by ‘ what is not ’, when we make bold 
to say that ' what is not ’ exists So far as any contrary 
of the existent is concerned, we have long ago^ said good-bye 
259. to the question whether there is such a thing or not and 
whether any account can be given of it or none whatsoever 
But with respect to the ‘ what-is-not ’ that we have now 
asserted to exist, an opponent must either convince us 
that our account is wrong by refuting it, or, so long as he 
proves unable to do that, he must accept our statements • 
that the Kinds blend with one another, 
that Existence and Difference pervade them all, and 
pervade one another, 

that Difference {or the Different),* by partaking of Exist¬ 
ence, ts by virtue of that participation, but on the other hand 
ts not that Existence of which it partakes, but is different; and 
since it is different from Existence (or an existent), quite clearly 
it must be possible * that it should he a thing that ts not , 

1 At 238c, where to fiijSafiois 00, ‘ the simply non-existentwas dismissed 
as not to be spoken or thought of There are no true statements saying that 
any Form does not exist But it is true of every Form other than Existence 
itself that it IS not (identical with) Existence. 

^ As before, Bdrepov is verbally ambiguous and the formula covers the two 
statements • (i) that the Form Difference is not (the same as) Existence, 
but ts (exists) , (2) that the different (that which is not so-and-so) ts not (the 
same as) a thing that is (vts a certain existent, the so-and-so it differs from), 
but ts a thing that is (an existent) 

“ loTiv ivdyKTis ctvai, ' It ;s possible, necessarily, for it to be '. Cf 256D, 
fortv dfdyKris . stpai in the same sense 

* 7 e (1) Difference is not Existence , and (2) the different is not some other 
definite existent with which it contrasted 
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259B. and again, Existence, having a part in Difference, wiU be 
different from aU the rest of the Kinds; and, because it is 
different from them all, it is not any one of them nor yet 
aU the others put together, but is only itself ^; with the 
consequence, again indisputable, that Existence is not 
myriads upon mynads of thmgs, and that aU the other 
Kinds in the same way, whether taken severaUy or aU 
together, in many respects are and in many respects are 
not. 

Theaet. True. 

We may here coUect the meamngs of ‘ is ’ and ‘ is not ’ that have 
been brought to light. 

(1) ‘ Is ’ means ‘ exists ’. Every Form exists; consequently ' the 
non-existent ’ has no place m the scheme, and we have ruled out 
that sense of ' is not ’. 

(2) ‘ Is ’ means ' is the same as ’. Every Form is (the same as) 
itself. The contradictory ‘ is not ’ means ' is different from ' 

It wiU be noticed that neither of these two senses of ‘ is ’ has 
anything to do with ‘the copula’, the supposed link between 
subject and predicate in AnstoteUan logic The statement that 
Plato ' has discovered the ambiguity of the copula ’ is far removed 
from the facts 

There remain statements expressing the relation of two Forms 
that are neither whoUy different nor whoUy the same, but related 
as generic to specific Form or as specific to genenc Form. The 
diagram given earlier shows the specific and generic Forms over¬ 
lapping and ' blending ’; but they do not coinade. A defimtion 
IS a statement of complete identity; ‘ Man is (the same as) rational 
biped Animal’. But genus and species are related as whole to 
part At Farm. 146B it is said that' everything stands to every¬ 
thing in this way; either it is the same or different, or, if it is 
neither the same nor different, then one thing is a part, the other 
a whole'. Hence ‘ part ’ is the regular Platonic term for' species ’. 
Plato has not occasion to analyse statements of the type ‘ Man 
IS Animal ’. Perhaps he regarded them as statements of partial 
identity ‘ the Form Man is (the same as) a part of the Form 
Animal'. The appropriate word would be ' partake of ’ {fisxixEiv), 
indicatmg that genus and species are,blended, but do not coincide. 
But he does not use ‘ partake of ’ with any precision or distmguish 

1 Here the distinction between the Form Existence as discussed in all this 
section and the Existent (the Real, the whole world of real Forms) is clearly 
recognised The corresponding statements are • (i) Existence is not (the 
same as any other Form), but is (the same as) itself , (a) the Existent (any 
Form or group of Forms) is not (the same as) any other existent, but is (exists) 
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‘ partaking ’ from the mutual relation called ‘ blending ’ or ‘ com¬ 
bining’ feoivotvh). The reason for supposing that 

this use of ‘ IS ’ would fall under * is the same as ’ is that the whole 
discussion recognises only three all-pervading Forms—Existence, 
Sameness, Difference—^which are already accounted for. 

It may be added that this whole account of the blending or 
mutual participation of Forms cannot be directly apphed to the 
old problem, raised in the Parmenides, of the participation of 
mdividual things in Forms M. Brochard ^ writes: ' The relations 
of thmgs to Forms are no doubt the same as the relations of Forms 
among themselves,’ But this is not so. In the Parmenides and 
again at Soph. 251A and in the Philebus, the old question how one 
thing can have many names is distingmshed from the problem of 
the interrelations of Forms and dismissed as already solved by the 
theory of Forms, though the precise nature of this participation 
may remain obscure. Also, as we have seen, in speaking of Forms 
‘ partiapation ’ is synon3mous with ‘ blending ’ or ' combination ’ 
and is a symmetncal relation, whereas the participation of things 
in Forms traverses the boundary between thmgs and Forms and is 
not a symmetncal relation : Forms do not partake of thmgs. This 
problem, therefore, remains where it was. 

Next follows a short interlude, pointing out the beanng of the 
conclusions just reached upon eristic controversy of the tjqie started 
by Zeno. 

259B. Str. And if anyone mistrusts these apparent contradictions, 
he should study the question and produce some better 
c. explanation than we have now given; whereas if he imagines 
he has discovered an embarrassing puzzle and takes dehght 
in reducing argument to a tug of war, he is wasting his pains 
on a tnviahty, as our present argument declares. There 
is nothing clever m such a discovery, nor is it hard to make , 
what is hard and at the same time worth the pams is some- 
thmg different. 

Theaet. And that is- 

Str. What I said before: leaving such quibbhng alone as 
leadmg nowhere,® to be able to follow our statements step 
by step and, m criticising the assertion that a different thing 
D. is the same or the same thing is different m a certain sense, 
to take account of the precise sense and the precise respect 
in which they are said to be one or the other. Merely to 

1 Etudes, 148 

* av^yvra (Badham) seems to be the most probable correction of Swara yet 
proposed 
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259D. show that in some unspecified way the same is different 
or the different is the same, the tall short, the like unhke, 
and to take pleasure in perpetually parading such contradic¬ 
tions in argument—^that is not genuine cnticism, but may 
be recognised as the callow offsprmg of a too recent contact 
with reahty.^ 

Theaet. I quite agree 

HI. False Speaking and Thinking 
The last mam division of the argument opens here (2590) and 
continues to 264B, where the final definition of the Sophist is resumed 
and completed. It explains how there can be Falsity in speech and 
thought. In the Theaetetus all attempts to explam this failed 
because the discussion was dehberately confined to an apparatus 
which excluded the Forms. These have now been brought into 
account, and we shall find that, when Forms are recogmsed as the 
meanmgs of common names and therefore as entering into the mean¬ 
ing of all statements, it will be possible to give false statements a 
meamng without invoking non-existent things or facts for them 
to refer to. 

2590-2610. Introductory statement of the problem 
The introductory section states the problem in terms which are, 
at first sight, puzzling m that they seem to ignore the distinctions 
that have just been drawn. Some critics here accuse Plato of gross 
confusion and fallacy ® Such accusations are groundless The sub¬ 
sequent analysis of falsity is as lucid as the previous account of the 
blending of Forms. Such obscurity as there is occurs only in this 
introductory passage, which is ‘ dialectical ’ and dramatic. The 
purpose is to make the reader feel that there is a difficulty to be 
cleared up, and to represent the perplexity of the respondent, who 
does not yet see just what the difficulty is, still less how to solve 
it. In such passages Plato does not use terms with precision or 
observe all the distinctions of which a very clear-headed reader would 
be conscious. 

The difficulty which every reader is meant to feel lies in seeing 
how the precedmg demonstration that ' is not' has two senses 

^ The phrase recalls 2348 where young men were said to be imposed on 
by the Sophist’s wizardry until they were undeceived by' contact with reality' 
(i<jid7rKoin r&v Svruiv) The Stranger here indicates that the dilemmas of 
Zeno and his later imitators turned on ambiguities of the kmd he has just 
cleared up, 

® Apelt (note on 260 c) declares that there is no possible transition from the 
nij ov which has been shown to exist to ovinthe sense of ‘ the false and 

that the confusion of these two is rampant throughout the rest of the dialogue 
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—' does not exist' and ' is different from ’—^bears on the question 
whether false statements can have any meaning. The connection 
is as follows. It was common ground that ‘ to say what is false ’ 
IS, m some sense, ‘ to say things that are not' (rd to: dvr a Xiysiv), 
as the Stranger wiU observe presently. The question is, what sense 
can ‘ things that are not ’ bear in this phrase ? The Sophist's 
argument was : ' To say the thing that is not' can only mean ‘ to 
say nothing ’ or ' to speak of nothmg' Xdyeiv), that is, to 

' talk nonsense You cannot speak of what does not exist; there 
are no non-existmg things or facts to speak of. Therefore aU fal^e 
speech must be meamngless. This is a quite serious difficulty, not 
easily disposed of. What are we talking about when we make a 
false statement ? 

Plato has now shown that ' the thing that is not ’ does not (as 
the Sophist assumed) always mean ‘ the non-existent ’; it can also 
mean something which is different from something else. Both these 
‘ somethings' are something not nothing. He intends to 
mterpret the phrase ‘ to say, or speak of, that which is not ’ by 
means of this second sense, as equivalent to ‘ to say, or speak of, sorae- 
thmg different from the actual facts, but not simply non-existent ’ 
The question is, what sort of existence that ' something different' 
can have. If we can discover that, we can assert that a false state¬ 
ment has meaning 

But this explanation is still to come. At present all we know is 
that ‘ that which is not' is ambiguous. The Stranger is thinking of 
the sense he will use in his explanation, the Sophist, who is repre¬ 
sented as defending his position, still feels that' saying what is not' 
involves somewhere an element of unreahty or non-existence, which 
he will challenge as illegitimate Theaetetus, like the ordinary 
reader, may well be excused for not having taken in the full sense 
of the foregoing analysis Once we realise the dialectical character 
of the passage, we shall see that Plato himself is not guilty of 
confusion 

The phrase just used by the Stranger, ‘ the offspring of a too 
recent contact with reaUty ’, recalled the earlier reference to young 
men deluded by the Soplust’s wizardries. It also recalls the ' old 
men who have taken to learning late in hfe ’ (251B), who were 
coupled with the young as delighting in the sophism. One thing 
cannot have many names. The position of these men who would 
‘ separate everything from everjdihmg else' is now mentioned again. 
Their difficulties arose from not recognising the existence of Forms 
as the meanmgs of common names, or seeing that one thing can 

1 Cf 240D (p 212) and the full statement of this argument at Theaetetus 
iSSnfi (p 114) 
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partake of many Forms. The Stranger begins by pointing oyt that 
‘ all discourse depends on the weavmg together of Forms 

259D. Str, Yes, my friend, and the attempt to separate every- 
E. thing from every other thing not only strikes a discordant 
note but amounts to a crude defiance of the philosophic 
Muse.^ 

Theaet. Why ? 

Str. This isolation of everything from ever5rthing else 
means a complete abohtion of all discourse, for any dis¬ 
course we can have owes its existence to the weaving together 
of Forms. 

Theaet. True. 

260. Str. Observe, then, how opportune was our struggle with 
those separatists, when we forced them to allow one Form 
to blend with another. 

Theaet In what respect ? 

Str. In respect of securing the position of discourse as 
one of the kmds of things that exist. To rob us of discourse 
would be to rob us of philosophy. That would be the most 
serious consequence, but, besides that, we need at the present 
moment to come to an agreement about the nature of dis¬ 
course, and if its very existence had been taken from us, 
B, we should naturally not be able to discourse any further. 
And that would have happened, if we had yielded the point 
that there is no blendmg of any one Form with another. 

All discourse depends on the ' weaving together {avimXoKij) of 
Forms‘ Weaving together ’ is not a synon5nn of ‘ combining' or 
‘ blending ’; it includes all statements, affirmative or negative * 
It is not meant that Forms are the only elements in the meaning of 
all discourse. We can also make statements about individual 
things. But it is true that every such statement must contain at 
least one Form—one of those ‘ common terms ' (Theaet. 185) which 
are necessary to aU thought or judgment about the objects of direct 
perception. So (at 252c) it was objected against the separatists 
that they could not express their theory at all without ‘ connectmg 
in their statements ’ (awdmeiv h rots Arfyotg) terms like ‘ is ’, 
' apart from‘ the rest ’, etc , which are common terms. The 

1 iftouoos IS almost a synonym of a^iMao^s Ctat 406^ denves MoOaa and 
liovatie^ from (uioBtu = i'^niaCs « icai ^iSooo^la Phaedo 6ia quotes the 
Pythagorean saymg that Philosophy is the highest form of ‘ Music 
® In Aristotle, de tnterpr imt (ru/iwAomJ is used for the coniextus verborum m 
a sentence, as distmct from isolated words So below at 262c, irpcirri <ro/i7rAo«i}, 
and 262D, frXdyfta, 
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point here made, that every statement or judgment mvolves the 
use of at least one Form, is important because the recogmtion of 
Forms as entenng into the meaning of all statements will solve 
the problem of false speech and thinking. 

260B. Theaet. That is certainly true. But I do not understand 
why we need an agreement about discourse at the present 
moment. 

Sts I may be able to suggest a hne of thought that will 
help you to understand. 

Theaet. What is that ? 

Str. We saw that ' not being ’ is a smgle kind among the 
rest, dispersed over the whole field of reahties 
Theaet. Yes. 

Str. We have next to consider whether it blends with 
thinking and discourse. 

Theaet. Why that ? 

c. Str. If it does not blend with them, everything must be 
true ; but if it does, we shall have false thinking and dis¬ 
course , for thinkmg or saymg ‘ what is not ’ comes, I sup¬ 
pose, to the same thing as falsity in thought and speech. 
Theaet. Yes. 

Str And if falsity exists, deception is possible. 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str And once deception exists, images and hkenesses and 
appearance will be eveiywhere rampant. 

Theaet. Of course. 

Str And the Sophist, we said, had taken refuge some- 
D. where m that region, but then he had demed the very exist¬ 
ence of falsity ■ no one could either think or say ' what is 
not because what is not never has any sort of being 
Theaet. So he said. 

Str. But now that ‘ what is not ’ has been found to have 
its share in existence, perhaps he will not fight with us 
further on that point. 

The ‘ not-bemg ' which we found to be a single Form distributed 
over the whole field of reahty was ‘ Difierence ’. When the Stranger 
asks whether ‘ not-being ’ blends with speakmg and thinking, the 
real question is whether there is any sense of ‘ what is not ’ that 
will justify our combinmg that phrase with speaking and thinking 
in the expression ‘ to speak of, or thmk, what is not' The Sophist 
originally mamtained that there can be no justification, because 
‘ what IS not ’ always means ‘ the non-existent'. We have ousted 
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him from that position by showing that it sometimes has another 
meaning, ' the different which is compatible with existence. 

But a second line of defence remains, as the Stranger goes on to 
suggest The Sophist may accept the ambiguity of ‘ what is not 
and still deny our nght to assert the possibihty of sa3nng and think¬ 
ing what is not The meaning of ' what is not ’ here has still to 
be defined and justified. ' What is not' may not always mean 
‘ the non-existent ‘, but in this particular phrase it suggests some 
element of unreahty (which, as we have argued, is not the same 
thing as ' difference ’) So the Sophist is represented as raising a 
further objection 

260D. Str {continues) On the other hand, he may perhaps say 
that some things partake of not-being, some do not, and 
that speech and thinking are among those that do not, 
and so once more he might contend that the art of creating 
E images and semblances, where we say he is to be found, has 
no existence at all, since thought and speech have no share 
in not-being, and without that combmation there is no such 
thing as falsity 

That IS why we must begin by investigating the nature 
of discourse and thinking and appearance, m order that we 
261 may then make out their combination with not-being and 
so prove that falsity exists, and by that proof pm down the 
Sophist there, if he is amenable to capture, or else let him go 
and pursue our search in some other Kmd 
The Sophist’s second hne of defence is here stated as the Sophist 
himself would state it, not as it would be put by anyone who was 
confining himself to the precise use of the terms defined in the last 
section. ‘ Some things he suggests, ‘ partake of not-being, some 
do not ’ If ‘ things ’ [eid&v) meant Platomc Forms, we have just 
shown that no Forms partake of ' not-being ’ in the sense of non¬ 
existence, and that all Forms partake of it in the sense of Difference. 
But etdos is a vague word, sometimes meanmg no more than' entity 
‘ thing ’, and by ' not-bemg ’ the Sophist clearly means falsity. 
We have still to discover how ‘ the false ’ (a term strictly apphcable 
only to thought and speech) is related to ‘ the non-existent ’ and 
' the different' The last section deedt solely with the world of 
Forms where non-existence and falsity have no place. The thought 
and speech which can partake of falsity are not Platonic Forms, 
but the thoughts which exist in our ramds and the speeches we 
utter 1 No result reached so far has shown how they can ever be false 
‘ At 2630 the thinking, judgment, and ' appearing which ‘ occur in our 
minds' are called (' things ’ or ‘ kinds of thing ’), if we read ra ye'vi) withB 
{y^vti T . ye Stobaeus} 
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EVERY STATEMENT IS COMPLEX 

Theaetetus' next speech expresses the perplexity to which he and 
the reader are reduced by the ambiguities of ‘ not-being ’ That 
Plato himself was misled by them is entirely incredible , for as soon 
as the argument begms again the thought once more runs perfectly 
clear 

261A Theaet Certainly, sir, what we said at the outset about 
the Sophist seems true that he is a hard sort of beast to 
hunt down. Evidently he possesses a whole armoury of 
problems, and every time that he puts one forward to shield 
him, we have to fight our way through it before we can get 
at him. So now, hardly have we got the better of his 
defence that ‘ what is not ’ cannot exist, when another 
B obstacle is raised in our path we must, it seems, prove 
that falsity exists both in speech and thought, and after 
that perhaps something else, and so on. It looks as if the 
end would never be in sight 

Str a man should be of good courage, Theaetetus, if he 
can make only a httle headway at each step If he loses 
heart then, what will he do in another case where he cannot 
advance at all or even perhaps loses ground ? No city, as 
c they say, will surrender to so faint a summons And now 
that we have surmounted the barrier you speak of, we may 
have already taken the highest wall and the rest may be 
easier to capture 
Theaet That is encouraging 

261C-Z62E. Every statement ts a complex of heterogeneous elements 
{name and verb) 

The Stranger opens the discussion by pomting out that every 
statement is complex The simplest statement must contain at 
least one ‘ name ' and one verb The terms ' name ’ and ‘ verb ' 
are defined 

261c. Str. Then, as I said, let us take first statement ^ and 
judgment, so as to estabhsh clearly whether not-bemg has 
any point of contact with them, or both are altogether true 
and there is never falsity m either 
Theaet Very good 

1 ‘ Statement ’ So far Adyos has been translated ' discourse ’, but the 
foUowmg analysis is concerned with what Aristotle calls the dwo^aiTucds Adyor, 
a statement which can and must be either true or false, as distmct from 
questions, prayers, etc A ‘ judgment ’ (as explained later) is here equivalent 
to an unspoken statement made by the mind in its mternal dialogue with 
itself 
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36id. Str Now, remembering what we said about Forms and 
letters,^ let us consider words m the same way. The solution 
of our present problem promises to he in that quarter 
Theaet. What are you going to ask me about words ? 
Str Whether they all fit together, or none of them, or 
some will and some will not 

Theaet That is plain enough ■ some will, some will not. 
Str. You mean perhaps something like this : words which, 
E. when spoken in succession, signify something, do fit together, 
while those which mean nothing when they are strung 
together, do not 
Theaet, What do you mean ? 

Str. What I supposed you had in your mmd when you gave 
your assent * llie signs we use in speech to signify being 
are surely of two kinds. 

Theaet. How ? 

262. Str. One kind called ‘ names the other ' verbs ’. 
Theaet. Give me a descnption of each. 

Str. By ‘ verb ’ we mean an expression which is apphed to 
actions. 

Theaet Yes. 

Str. And by a ‘ name ’ the spoken sign applied to what 
performs these actions. 

Theaet Quite so. 

Str . Now a statement never consists solely of names spoken 
in succession, nor yet of verbs apart from names. 

Theaet, I don't follow that. 

B. Str. Evidently you had something else in mind when you 
agreed with me just now, because what I meant was just 
this • that these words spoken in a strmg m this way do not 
make a statement, 

Theaet. In what way ? 

Str. For example, ‘ walks runs sleeps ’,® and so on with all 
the other verbs signifying actions—you may utter them aU 
one after another, but that does not make a statement. 

1 At 253A (p. 260) 

“ Probably what Theaetetus had in mind was the combination of Forms in 
affirmative statements and the incompatibihty of Forms expressed by negative 
statements, which was illustrated by the fitting-together (ouvap^WTTciv) or 
not fitting of vowels and consonants at 253A But the Stranger is referring 
only to the illustration and is thinkmg of the fact that a statement cannot 
consist of a combmation of two nouns only or of two verbs only, any more 
than a word can consist of two consonants without a vowel 

* The inverted commas m Burnet's text between ^a8i'£«i and naOevSet (and 
below, between A^ouv and iimoi) should be omitted 
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262B. Theaet Naturally 

Str And again, if you say ‘ lion stag horse ’ and any other 
names given to things that perform actions, such a string 
c never makes up a statement Neither in this example nor 
m the other do the sounds uttered signify any action per¬ 
formed or not performed or nature of anything that exists 
or does not exist,^ until you combine verbs with names The 
moment you do that, they fit together and the simplest 
combination becomes a statement of what might be called 
the simplest and briefest kind 

Theaet Then how do you make a statement of that 
kind ^ 

Str When one says ‘ A man understands ’, do you agree 
that this IS a statement of the simplest and shortest possible 
kind ? 

D. Theaet Yes 

Str Because now it gives information about facts or events 
in the present or past or future it does not merely name 
something but gets you somewhere ^ by weaving together 
verbs with names Hence we say it ' states ’ something, 
not merely ‘ names ' something, and in fact it is this complex 
that we mean by the word ‘ statement' 

Theaet True 

Str And so, just as some things fit together, some do not, 
E so with the signs of speech some do not fit, but those that 
do fit make a statement. 

Theaet Quite so 

The definition of ‘ word Aristotle defines spoken words as 
tokens {avfx^oha) or signs [arj/xsla) of mental affections, and the 
written word as a token of the spoken word He remarks that, 
although languages have different spoken and written signs, the 
mental affections are the same in all men and so are the things 
{nQdyfjiara) of which the mental affections are likenesses [De 
interfir. 1). 

' ■npa^i.v ouS’ airpa^Cav refers to the former example (eVeiVcur) of the string 
of verbs, which does not state that any action is actually performed, or not 
performed, by any agent ouSc ovatav orror oi 5 Se /117 oiror refers to the latter 
example (ovrcui) of the string of names, which does not state that there actually 
exists (avros), or does not exist, anything with the nature (oiiui'a) expressed 
by any of the names This does not mean that the words themselves have 
no meaning, and are senseless noises , but that such concatenations are not 
statements of fact, do not refer (or profess to referl to any actual fact or event 

* TTepaLV€iv Ti, the opposite of ou$^ TT^palvuv, ' to get nowhere ' Cf, 
Theaet i8oa 
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Plato defines a word, not as the token of a mental affection, but 
as a vocal sign (arj/ietov <po)vrjQ 26s a) used to signify being 
{eiBQi xijv owslav ^). This at once imphes that every word 

stands for something or means something ; it is not a meaningless 
noise. It follows that no element in a false statement can be simply 
meaningless. But ‘ being ’ is an ambiguous expression. 

(1) ' Being ’ may mean the nature of a thing. At Laws 895D, 
Plato says that m the case of everything^there axe always three 
factors. the ‘ being ’ or nature (ofio/a), the definihm or account 
(X 6 yo() of the nature, andthewawte (Svd/m). The nature is a coun¬ 
terpart of the defimtion. So at Phaedrus 245E the ‘ essential 
being or definition of soul ’ [ipo^rjg, oiialav xai Xdyov) is ' that which 
moves itself ’ At Cmtylus 393D, where significant or descriptive 
proper names are in question, it is said that Astyanax (Lord of the 
city) and Hector (Warden) have the same ' force ' (divafiiQ) ‘ one 
meaning can be expressed m different syllables or letters, so long 
as the being of the thing {ovala tov ngdyfiarog) as expressed in the 
name [drjXovfiivr] h rep dvSfiari) prevails. Cratylus 383E ; Things 
{jiQdyfiara) have a constant bemg {fiiBaios odala) of their own, 
which we cannot alter , so have actions (etQdisis), The example at 
Laws 895D is the name ' even ’ as applied to numbers. This has 
the definition ‘ divisible into two equal parts ’, and the corresponding 
being (odtri'a) is this property of numbers. Every such nature is, 
in Platonic terms, a Form {eidos) —the meaning of a common name, 
which, if complex, is definable. 

(2) In the case of Forms the nature and the thing are one and the 
same So at Protagoras 349B it is asked whether the five names of 
the cardinal virtues all apply to one thing [ini hi ngdyiiari), or 
is each name applied severally to ‘ a peculiar nature or thing ’ [tdw; 
ciaia nal ngay/ia) having a property of its own. But there are 
also proper names attached by convention to individual things 
In the statement we shall presently take as typical, ‘ Theaetetus 
sits ’, ‘ Theaetetus ’ stands for an individual thong, and (as the 
Cratylus showed) does not necessarily express its nature. The name 
may have no ' meaning ’ in itself; it merely stands for the thmg 
we choose to attach that sound to The definition of ‘ word ' must 
cover such names as these, ‘ sign signifying being ' includes this 
second sense ' standing for something that exists ’. At Cratylus 
388c a name is said to have two functions it is a tool (i) to 
convey information [didaaxahndv) and (2) to distmgmsh things 
(rd ngdyfiaxa diaxgivtiv, diaxgixixdv xr\Q o'dalag). ' Thmg ’ or 
' being ’ here has the wider sense, covering any object distinguished 

^ SijAaifia, cf Laws 792A Crying is to infants a means of signifying their 
desires (S^Ato/ia £v ep ^)—not a happy kind of sign {oTip-stov) ' 
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by a name, whether that object be a Form (the nature which is 
the meaning expressed by common name) or an individual thing 
which may be indicated conventionally by a proper name standing 
for it. 

Plato’s definition of ‘ word ’ thus covers two senses (i) A 
common name signifies or ‘ means ’ a ' nature ’ which is a Form, as 
well as ' standing for ‘ or indicating existing things. (2) A proper 
name stands for or indicates an existing thing only. With his usual 
disregard for precision, Plato uses all the common words for ‘ sigmfy ’, 

‘ mean ' indicate ’, indiscriminately But in order to understand 
the analysis of the statement, ' Theaetetus sits', we shall find it 
necessary to distinguish between a proper name like ' Theaetetus' 
and a ‘ common term ’ like ' sits ’. 

Names and Verbs —At Cratylus 425A the notion that speech or 
statement {Xdyog) consists of names and verbs is taken as familial, 
without explanation It was probably due to grammarians, for 
the previous context refers to their classification of letters into 
vowels, sonants, and mutes A statement is' a combination of names 
and verbs ’ (431B) Aristotle repeats this.^ Other parts of speech 
are ignored Anstotle is understood as meamng that a noun and 
a verb are, as Plato here remarks, necessary and sufficient for the 
minimum statement that can be true or false Later grammarians 
seem to have taken the same view Ammonius observes that other 
parts of speech (conjunctions, prepositions, articles, etc) cannot, 
when put together, make up a statement {Xdyog) they are accord¬ 
ingly ‘ parts of speech ’ (Afftc), not ' parts of statement ’ (Adyo?) 
Plutarch (Plat Qu x) says that Plato speaks only of names and 
verbs because a statement really does consist of these parts. A 
name (' Socrates ’) or a verb (‘ is beaten ’) calls up the idea of a 
person or a thing , but words like /aiv, yog, rtegl, do not. Apart 
from the mention of a person or thing they are empty noises, not 
significant either (as names and verbs are) by themselves, nor yet 
when strung together He compares them to salt in a dish of meat 
or the water m a cake, which is not properly ' part' of the cake, 
but serves to hold it together Only names and verbs are ' parts 
of statement ’ (Xdyog) This neglect of the mmor parts of speech 
led to senous consequences m Logic. It faciUtated the theory that 
every proposition has a subject (noun) and a predicate (normally 
adjective or verb) , and the nature of relations was obscured by the 


1 De Interpr i Cf Rtiet 1404&, 26, ovrav 8e dvo^idTuiv xal prjfiaruiv cf iLy J 
Aoyof avyearriK€v Stenzel {Studien z Entwichlung d plat Dialehiih, 88) thinks 
that pfjpa includes any predicate {Aussage), e g KoXds m 0 irats xtMs (cf art. 
Logik in P.W Encycl Halbband XXV, toil). 
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failure to recognise the claim of prepositions to have raeanmgs 
of their own. 

It wiU be noticed that Plato takes as the tjrpical minimum state¬ 
ment the combination of a name (noun) and a verb expressing 
an action, not such a sentence as ‘ Socrates is wise ’ But he is not 
writing a treatise on logic If he were, his defimtion of ‘ verb ’ as 
‘ an expression applied to actions ’ would be obviously defective, 
as ignonng verbs expressing states , and to define ‘ name as he 
does, in terms of the verb—‘ the spoken sign applied to what per¬ 
forms these actions ’—would be odd. The definitions are not meant 
to be precise. 

The upshot of this section is that every statement is complex, 
consisting of heterogeneous elements (name and verb) which 
severally have meanings and, when put together, form a whole 
having significance as a whole The fact or event which the state¬ 
ment corresponds to and professes to represent as a whole, is also 
complex, consisting of heterogeneous elements (agent and action), 
which fit together in a coherent structure 

262E Every statement ts about something and %s either true or false 

Two more points are now added (1) One element in the complex 
statement is the name of the agent, about which the statement is 
made (2) Every statement as a whole is either true or false. 

262E. Str. Now another small point. 

Theaet Yes ? 

Str Whenever there is a statement, it must be about 
something ^, it cannot be about nothing 
Theaet. That is so. 

Str And must it not have a certain character ? ® 
Theaet. Of course. 

The assertion that ' every statement is about something ’ indi¬ 
cates that one element in the complex statement is the name of the 
agent or (to use the later term) subject, and the agent itself is one 
element in the existing fact. In the examples we shall take, 
Theaetetus himself is the subject both in the true statement ‘ Theae- 
tetus sits ’ and m the false ‘ Theaetetus flies ’ Probably the 
Stranger means here to emphasise that the subject of both state- 

' The simple gemtive rais ' of something ’ is used , and at 2 63 a Theaetetus 
speaks of the statement about him as ' mine ' (tfids), as if this genitive were 
possessive But m the same breath he speaks of it as' about me ’ [vepl ipoC) ; 
and that is evidently what both expressions mean 

* That ‘ character ' or ‘ quality ' means truth or falsity, here as at Phtlebus 
37B, IS obvious from what follows (263A, b), 
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ments is the actually existing Theaetetus Whatever element of 
unreality we may look to find m the false statement, at any rate the 
subject IS not unreal or non-existent A false statement is not a 
statement about a non-existent subject, nor does it deny the exist¬ 
ence of its subject To ' speak of or say what is is not ’ does not 
mean ‘ to make a statement about nothing ’ 

The importance of this point may explain why Plato selects as 
examples true and false statements about an individual thing, 
Theaetetus, not about a Form, such as we had in the previous 
section That Theaetetus exists here and now is common ground 
with his opponents , but they would have denied the existence of 
Forms like Motion and Rest, and Plato does not want to lay himself 
open to that objection here Granted that Forms do exist, the 
objection is invalid, and the analysis now oSered of the meaning 
of true and false statements would apply also to statements about 
Forms 

262E-263B The definition of true statement 
The Stranger next takes two statements about the same subject, 
one obviously true, the other inconsistent with it and obviously 
false He then proceeds to give, with surprising brevity, his 
definitions of true and false statement 

262E Str Now let us fix our attention on ourselves 
Theaet. We will 

Str I will make a statement to you, then, putting together 
a thing with an action by means of a name and a verb 
You are to teU me what the statement is about. 

263 Theaet I will do my best. 

Str. ‘ Theaetetus sits ’—not a lengthy statement, is it > 
Theaet. No, of very modest length. 

Str. Now it is for you to say what it is about—to whom 
it belongs. 

Theaet. Clearly about me it belongs to me 
Str. Now take another 
Theaet. Namely-’ 

Str ‘ Theaetetus (whom I am talkmg to at this moment) ^ 
flies.' 

Theaet That too can only be described as belonging to 
me and about me 

Str And moreover we agree that any statement must have 
a certain character 
B Theaet Yes 

1 Not an imaginary Theaetetus or Theaetetus at some other moment, but 
the real Theaetetus here and now 
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263B. Ste. Then what sort of character can we assign to each 
of these ? 

Theaet. One is false, the other true 

Ste. And the true one states about you the things that 

are (or the facts) as they are. 

Theaet. Certahdy. 

This brief definition of true statement occurs in earlier dialogues 
^i) At Buthydemus a83E, Euthydemus maintains that it is im¬ 
possible to speak falsely. For if you speak of the thing that the 
statement is about, that thing must be one among the things that 
are (rwv Svxmv) So you are speaking of the thmg that is (to Sv) 
But to speak of the thing that is or the facts (to Sv Hyeiv xal ra 
Svra), IS to speak the truth. Ctesippus objects that one who speaks 
falsely ' does in a way speak of things that are, but not as they are ’ 
(Tot Svxa fih XQdnov rivd. Uyei, ov fih>roL <Se ye S^ei, 284c). 
Ctesippus IS evidently quoting a popular definition ‘ The true state¬ 
ment speaks of things that ,are, or states facts, as they are ’ (2) 

Again at Cratylus 385B Socrates remarks to Hermogenes that the 
true statement ‘ speaks of the things that are, as they are ’ or ‘ states 
that the things that are, are ’ (jSg dv rd Svxa Uyfj 6 g eaziv). Here 
the phrase is ambiguous in form, but the difference is rather gram¬ 
matical than substantial. The definition is given as current and 
accepted without discussion Both here and in the Euthydemus 
(where t 5 s iyei must mean ‘ as they are ’) the notion is that 
truth consists in the correspondence of the statement with the 
‘ thmgs that are ’ or ' the facts How they correspond is not 
explamed. 

But for our present purpose of discovenng what a false statement 
can moan or correspond with, it is important to be clear about the 
meaning of ‘ thmgs that are ’ or ' factsWe have seen that all 
facts represented by statements are complex. In the case of the 
true statement ‘ Theaetetus sits there are (i) the thing about which 
the statement is made—an existing thing, Theaetetus, (2) the 
‘ action ’ referred to by the verb ‘ sits'—another existing tiung ; and 
(3) the whole complex existmg fact—^Theaetetus-sitting—composed 
of those two elements. Let us take this complex existing fact and 
suppose that it is, or contams, all the ‘ things that are ’, which the 
statement is to correspond with 

This existing fact—Theaetetus-sittmg—^is a complex object of 
perception , and, if we may assume that my judgment' Theaetetus 
sits ’ simply represents what I actually see with no element of 
inference, my statement will be true We shall then get the follow¬ 
ing scheme. 
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True statement : " Theadetus site ” 

stands for 

Existing fact: Theaetetus sitting 

Here each of the two words stands for one element in the complex 
fact. The statement as a whole is complex and its structure corre- 
sponds to the structure of the fact Truth means this correspon¬ 
dence. 

Common sense might accept this account of true statement, and 
this, no doubt, was the popular meanmg of ' speaking of things 
that are or ' stating facts, as th^ are] If ah statements were 
true and were of the type here exemplified, the account might be 
taken as complete But here the difficulty begins. How are we 
to define false statement on these lines ? If we define true state¬ 
ment by the correspondence of its structure with the structure of 
an existing fact which it refers to, the Sophist will object that a false 
statement cannot be defined as corresponding with anything, be¬ 
cause there are no non-existent facts for it to correspond with or 
mean or refer to. A false statement, therefore, means nothmg 
This involves a problem which modem logicians are still discussing. 

' Charles I died on the scaEold ’ corresponds to a fact, ' Charles I 
died in bed ’ and ' Charles 1 did not die on the scaSold ’ do not. 
If I judge or beheve either of these statements, how can there be 
an ' objective falsehood' or ' negative fact ’ to provide an object 
for my belief ? ^ 

263B-D. T/te definition of false statement 

The language in which Plato now states his solution is extremely 
simple, and consequently vague and ambiguous. The meaning of 
the literal translation here given will be discussed later * 

1 See, for instance, Russell, Phtlosophtcal Essays (1910), On the Nature of 
Truth and Falsehood 

® The text is as follows 

SE, '0 Si SiJ ijitvS^s erepa riav orraiv (sc A*yfi ittpi troO). 

BE Nat 

3 E Ta pd) ovra dpa tis Svra Xfyti 

QE. ilx^So'v 

SE “OvTcov (Cornanub ovrais BT) Si ye ovra Irepa Tiepl aoS ircAAd piy 
yap eijiapev ovra Trepl eKaarov elval irou, iroAAd Si ovk ovra 

I cannot follow M Dids’ explanation Atnsi la proposition estfausse quand 
elle affirms d'un suiet ce qui n'est point de lui C’esi bten toujours de I'itre qu'elk 
exprtms Elle exprime ce qui est, mats autrement qu’il n’est pour le sujet donni 
elle dll Hre, de lut, ce qut n'est pas, et, ne pas tire, ce qui est {Sophtsle, p 283). 
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263B. Str Whereas the false statement states about you things 
ixffermt from the things that are. 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. And accordingly states things that are-not as being. 
Theaet. No doubt. 

Str. Yes, but thmgs that exist, different from things that 
exist in your case. For we said that m the case of ever5d;hmg 
there are many things that are and also many that are not. 
Theaet. Quite so. 

c Str. So the second statement I made about you, in the first 
place, according to our definition of the nature of a statement, 
must itself necessarily be one of the shortest possible. 
Theaet. So we agreed' just now. 

Str. And secondly it must be about something. 

Theaet. Yes. 

Str. And if it is not about you, it is not about anythmg else. 
Theaet. Certainly 

Str. And if it were about nothing, it would not be a state¬ 
ment at all; for we pointed out that there could not be a 
statement that was a statement about nothing. 

Theaet. Qmte true. 

D. Str. So what is stated about you, but so that what is 
different is stated as the same or what is not as what is— 
a combination of verbs and names answenng to that descrip¬ 
tion finally seems to be really and truly a false statement. 
Theaet. Perfectly true. 

In his later speeches here the Stranger emphasises the pomts 
(i) that this false statement has a subject, (2) that this subject is 
Theaetetus, not anyone else, and (3) that the subject cannot be 
nothing at all. 

(2)' Theaetetus, not anyone else ’. This refers to the wrong view 
that a false statement, if it means an5d;hing, must be a true statement 
about something else. This is asserted by Euthydemus ^ in defence 
of the thesis ‘ It is impossible to contradict ’. The argument is; 
Every thmg or fact {dv, nQdyfxa) has its verbal expression descnbmg 
how it IS (or that it is, idyog c&s Sariv). When you and I axe said to 
contradict one another, I am uttenng the verbal expression of one 
thing, you that of another. We must be speaking of two different 
things Socrates remarks that this means that every statement 
must be true (as Antisthenes said; nag ?. 6 yog dXrjdedsi). Thus a 
false statement had been given a meanmg at the cost of making it a 
true statement about something else. 

* Euthydemus 2S5D. 
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(3) ‘ The subject cannot be nothing at all This dismisses the 
alternative wrong view that the false statement can have no meaning 
because it is about nothing that exists. (It may be added that the 
Theory of Forms provides a meanmg even for false statements which 
seem to have no existing subject, such as ' The present King of 
France favours Free TradeThe description has a meanmg, 
though it stands for no existmg person But Plato does not consider 
such statements) 

To return now to the first three speeches I have tned to give 
a literal translation , but what does it mean ^ The ordinary reader 
might naturally suppose that the thing descnbed as ‘ different from 
the thmgs that are m your case ’ or ‘ different from the facts about 
you’ must be a non-existent fact, other than the existing fact. 
And he might take the third speech as meamng that this non-existent 
fact ts a fact, though other than the existmg fact ^ He would then 
conclude that Plato intended to define false statement by correspon¬ 
dence with a non-existent fact on the same hnes as the diagram of 
true statement above ■ 


False statement' 


Theaetetus 


stands for 

Non-existent fact . Theaetetus 


fltes ” 


corresponds to 


stands for 


flying. 


But that IS precisely the explanation we must exclude. The Sophist 
will nghtly repeat his objection . “ There is no such thing as the 
non-existent fact, Theaetetus fljdng Your statement is not false, 
but meaningless—^not a statement at all, for there is nothing for it 
to mean or refer to A false statement is not a true statement about 
a ‘ different fact ’, which is not a fact at all, because it does not 
exist ” 

We must not, then, attnbute this explanation to Plato. His 
purpose is to meet this very objection, and he has deliberately 
chosen a statement which is not only false now but could not be 
true at any time, since Theaetetus can never fly. Let us restore the 
existmg fact and set the false statement beside it. All we now have 
is: 

False statement • “ Theaetetus flies " 

stands for 

T 

Existing fact* Theaetetus sitting. 

1 Cf H Jackson on The Sophist {Journ Philol xiv, 223). ’pevSijs hiyos 
may be defined as hdyos 6 rare ovro (i^ ftvai koI ri /li) ovra etvai . pro¬ 
vided that by tA ovra are meant the facta which the proposition, thought or 
spoken, purports to represent, and by /ir) ovra facts other than these' (my itahcs) 
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The name Theaetetus, as before, stands for the thing, Theaetetus • 
as the Stranger has emphasised, the false statement is about an 
existing subject. ‘ Flies ' does not stand for the other element in 
the fact, ‘ sitting ' The Sophist will now say : ‘jfltes ’ has no 
meaning; there exists nothing for it to refer to Therefore the 
statement as a whole has no meaning. It is not a statement at 
all. 

We can get no further, so long as we confine ourselves to what 
we have called the existmg fact, such as common sense recognises 
and such as seemed sufhcient to provide a satisfactory account of 
true statement. We must fill out Plato’s scheme with elements 
he has furrashed elsewhere and here takes for granted There are 
other ' things that are ' to be brought in, namely the Forms, which 
we have so far ignored. Plato evidently means the Forms to come 
in The whole section on combination of Forms was avowedly to 
furnish the key to false statement. He has said that ‘ all discourse 
depends on the weaving together of Forms ’ (259E), i.e. at least one 
Form enters into the meaning of any statement.^ In the passage 
before us he refers to statements made earher about Forms : ‘ in 
the case of everything there are many things that are, and also 
many that are not This was said of Forms in a context where 
individual things were not in question at all. Finally, we have 
seen that the failure of the Theaetetus to explain false statement 
was due to the dehberate exclusion of Forms. 

All this shows that our diagram of the true statement and its 
meamng is not yet complete. There is another ‘ thing that is ’ 
to be added, namely a Form, In the true statement one term is 
a proper name “ Theaetetus ”, standing for the existing subject. 
There is no Form, Theaetetus. But the other term ‘ sits' is a 
common term ; and in the theory of Forms common terms have 
meanmg m two ways, (i) Like the proper name, they stand for 
or indicate particular existents: ' sits ' stands for ‘ sitting ’, the 
second component of the existmg fact. {2) They also have meanings 
of their own, as significant articulate sounds. The word ' sitting 
spoken by itself, conveys a meaning to the hearer's mind ; it is not 
a senseless noise. If I say,' Sitting is always more comfortable than 
standing ’, he understands what I am talking about. This meanmg 
IS not the particular attitude of a particular person here and now, 
but is what Plato calls a Form, which is a real thing, whether 
Theaetetus is actually sitting or not, and whether or not anyone 
says he is sitting. This Form, Sitting, is part of the meamng of 
the true statement, and must be added to the scheme: 

1 Compare also the passage on ' common ’ terms m the Theaetetus, 185 £F 
(P 104) 
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Form ; 


Sitting 

A 


means 

True statement “ Theaetetus sits” I partakes of 

stands ' ' I I 

for corresponds to 

Existing fact . Theaetetus ' sitting 


The word ' sits ‘ has now a double significance it stands for a 
part of the existing fact, and it means the Form. To put it differ¬ 
ently, the phrase ‘ thing that is in your case ’ (dv negl aov] has 
two senses (i) an existing element in the fact m which you are 
the other element, (2) the Form of which this existing element 
' partakes This Form is an object of knowledge, not of percep¬ 
tion, and IS permanently real, independently of any existing facts , 
whereas the particular ‘ sitting ’ which is part of the existing fact, 
occurs at some time and place and ceases to be Complicated as the 
diagram now is, the briefest true statement involves, on Plato’s 
principles, all these ' things that are ’ and their relations 
Now the introduction of Forms provides a meaning for the false 
statement, “ Theaetetus flies without our having to invoke a 
non-existent fact or objective falsehood. The diagram for the 
false statement will be 

Forms 


False statement 


Existing fact 


Flying Sitting 


Theaetetus flies ” 


stands 

for 


partakes of 


Theaetetus - sitting. 


Each element in the statement has now a meaning, and so the 
statement as a whole has meaning What is missing in the case 
of the false statement is (i) the relation ‘ partaking ’ between the 
actual ‘ sitting ’ and the different Form Flying , (2) "flies " does not 
stand for this ' sitting ’, though it has a meaning of its own, which 
the word calls up to the hearer’s mind , (3) the statement as a 
whole does not correspond with the fact as a whole or with any 
fact Only by thus using the theory of Forms can Plato meet the 
Sophist’s objection that false statement cannot exist because there 
is nothing for it to mean 
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We can now interpret the literal translation above given of the 
Stranger’s first three speeches 

(1) '0 ds drj ipeudijs StEQa x&v dvrm {UyEi tibq'i aov) 

‘ Whereas the false statement states about you things different 
from the things that are * 

In the illustration the ‘ different thing ’ is the meaning ot the word 
'flies', VIZ. the Form, Flying, which is different from the Form 
Sitting Sitting is a ' thing that is ’ and can be truly stated about 
Theaetetus, because the existing fact contains an element which 
‘ partakes ’ of it—what we might call an * instance ’ of Sitting. 

(2) Ta fxii Svr' Squ die Svta Kiyet. 

' And accordingly states thmgs that are-noi as being ’ 

Here a result estabhshed in the section on the combination of Forms 
is invoked it was shown that every Form ‘ is not ‘ in the sense that 
it IS not (is different from) any other Form So we can substitute 
' things that are not' (td /zi) Svxa) for the phrase m the previous 
speech ' things different from the things that are ’ {heqa tmv Svrcov). 
Flying IS a thmg that is not (is different from) Sitting, but is none the 
less real Thus we have found a satisfactory meaning for ' that 
which IS not' m the expression ' speakmg that which is not ’, used 
as the equivalent of ‘ saying what is false ’ And we have found 
this meaning by invoking the Forms and using the results of the 
section on combination. 

(3) "Ovtoiv di ye dvra hsQa nsgl aov TioAAd fiiv yog iipai^ev 
dvra negl ixaaxov elval nov, jtoAAd ovu Svxa. 

' Yes, but things that exist, different from things that exist in 
your case For we said that in the case of everything there are 
many thmgs that are, and also many that are not ’ 

The first sentence points out that the phrase ]ust used, ' things 
that are not', does not mean ‘ things that do not exist ’ (but only 
‘ different things '). Flying is a thing that really is, and is different 
from another thmg that really is, viz Sitting ® Both Forms are real 
That Plato is thinking of Forms here is evident from the second 
sentence This refers to two earlier statements about Forms (i) 

* This particular result was expressly recalled by the Stranger at the 
beginning of the present discussion ' We saw that " not-bemg " (» e Differ¬ 
ence) is a single Form among the rest, dispersed over the whole field of realities ’ 
('things that are’, oera), 260B 

• In this sentence both ovratv and Svra are emphatic 
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256E, ' In the case of every Form there is much that it is, and an 
indefinite number of things that it is not', (2) 259B, ' Existence is 
not myriads upon mynads of things, and all the other Kinds in 
the same way, whether taken severally or all together, in many 
respects are and in many respects are not.’ So when we speak 
now of Flying as that which is not Sitting (or any other Form), 
we can use tins negative descnption without implying non¬ 
existence. 

In his concluding speeches the Stranger emphasises once more 
that the false statement, Tkeaeteius Jiies, is a statement, not' about 
nothing ’ but about the Theaetetus who exists here and now, and 
who is equally the sub]ect of the true statement, Theaetetus sits 
The name Theaetetus stands for a ‘ thing that is ' in the sense of 
an element of existmg fact, no less thm flies means a ‘ thing that is ’ 
in the other sense—a Form. Finally, the false statement is defined 
as a combination of verbs and names statmg about its subject' what 
IS different as the same or what is not as what is This rather 
obscure expression seems meant to recall the conception of false 
judgment in the Theaetetus as some kmd of ' rmsjudgment'—mis¬ 
taking one thing for another. In the attempt to imagine how this 
could happen, the empincist apparatus was enlarged until we 
reached the notion of ‘ interchanging pieces of knowledge ’ ^ But 
this theory broke down, because, on the empiricist assumptions 
we were then workmg with, a ‘ piece of knowledge ’ could be nothing 
but an old record stored in the memory ® Now that the Sophist 
has brought the Forms into the account, a ' piece of knowledge' 
can mean a Form which we know Hence the notion of' thmking 
that one thmg is another' or ‘ mistakmg one thmg for another ’ 
can be revived with a new meanmg The ' things ’ we mterchange 
are not old memory images, but eternally real objects of thought 
So at 253D it belongs to dialectic ‘ not to take the same Form for 
another or another for the same ’. With this correction, the descnp¬ 
tion of the hunt for birds m the aviary is, perhaps, meant to be 
accepted as a rough mechanical image of what happens m our mmds 
when we mistake objects of knowledge 

It IS certmnly surprising that Plato should be content with a 
statement of his solution so brief and ambiguous. Presumably the 
fact that Forms are involved and the relevance of all the earher 
discussion of their combination was so clear to his mmd that he 
took the reader’s understanding of these points for granted. 

1 Theael 199c (p 136) 

* It will be remembered that our knowledge oi numbers was so described 
at Theaei 196A (p 128) 
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263D-264B. Judgment being simply unspoken statement, Jake judg¬ 
ment and false ‘ appearing ' are possible 

The final step in the argument xs now taken by identifying judg¬ 
ment (( 5 dfa) with unspoken statement. From this it follows that 
false judgment must be just as possible as false statement The 
meamng of ddia, ‘ judgment as here defined must not be confused 
with Plato’s use of the word elsewhere for ‘ Opinion ’ considered as 
having a different class of objects (do^aord) from those of knowledge 
(‘yvoxnd} Judgment differs from knowledge mthat it can be true 
or false, but its objects may be entirely Forms and their relations, 
which the Republic classed as objects of knowledge, not of opinion. 
The final definition of false statements above given covers false 
statements about Forms. 

263D. Str. And next, what of thinking and judgment and appear¬ 
ing ? Is it not now clear that all these things occur in our 
minds both as false and as true ? 

Theaet. How so ? 

Str. You will see more easily if you begin by letting me 
give you an account of their nature and how each differs 
E from the others. 

Theaet. Let me have it. 

Str. Well, thinking and discourse ^ are the same thing, 
except that what we call thmking is, precisely, the inward 
dialogue earned on by the mind with itself without spoken 
sound. 

Theaet. Certainly. 

Str. Whereas the stream which flows from the mmd 
through the lips with sound is called discourse. 

Theaet. True. 

Str. And further there is a thing ^ which we know occurs 
in discourse 
Theaet. Namely ? 

Str. Assertion and denial.® 

Theaet. Yes. 

‘ Thinking {Siivoia] and discourse (Arfyos) are both used m the wide sense 
which includes, not only ]udgment (^{a) and statement (Aoyos) which must 
be true or false, but all forms of thinking and speech, questions, commands, 
etc The account of thmking as unspoken discourse at TAsasf 189B (p 118) 
and aoSn (p 155), is here briefly repeated. 

’ air 6 i BT should be retained ' a thing (presently to be mentioned) ’ 
Cf ttCrd at Thfaei 207D (Campbell). 

® ^dois and omS^aois cover (i) affirmation and negation, which appear in 
the affirmative or negative form of the spoken statement, and (2) the mental 
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264. Str. Then when this occiurs in the mind in the course of 
silent thinking, can you call it an5dhing but judgment ? 
Theaet. No. 

Str. And suppose judgment occurs, not independently, but 
by means of perception, the only nght name for such a state 
of mind IS ‘ appearing 
Theaet. Yes 

Str. Well then, since we have seen that there is true and 
false statement, and of these mental processes we have found 
thinking to be a dialogue of the mind with itself, and ]udg- 
B. ment to be the conclusion of thmking, and what we mean 
by ' it appears ’ a blend of perception and judgment, it 
follows that these also, being of the same nature as state¬ 
ment, must be, some of them and on some occasions, false. 
Theaet. Of course 

Str You see, then, that we have discovered the nature 
of false judgment and false statement sooner than we 
expected just now when we feared there would be no end 
to the task we were setting ourselves in the search for them. 
Theaet, I do 

‘ Appeanng ’ {(panacsla) is bnefiy described because the process 
meant by the term here has been discussed at length in the Theai- 
Utus, It IS not' imagination the faculty which pictures an absent 
or imaginary object not perceived at the moment It is that 
combination of perception and judgment which, as the Theaetetus 
described, occurs when I see an indistinct figure and, rightly or 
wrongly, judge it to be someone 1 know.* ‘ It appears to me' to 

acts of assent and dissent—saying ' yes ’ and ‘ no ’—^to questions which the 
mind puts to itself, as described at Theaet 190A, i^Kovaa xat oO ijidaKovaa 
(p ir8) Judgment was there defined as the mmd's final decision when all 
doubt and debate is over 

1 0 ayTaola here, as at Theaet. 152c (p 32), is simply the substantive 
equivalent to the verb ^alnaBat, In his next speech the Stranger substitutes 
' ^ofvtToi ’ 5 hiyotitv, ‘ what we mean by " it appears 

• Theaet 193B fi (p 124) and 1950, a^yai/iis alaB^aeus vpis Sioi'oioi' (p 128). 
This description is repeated in the Phtlebus 38 S Then in a later passage 
(39B S ) imagination is separately described as the work of a sort of pamter 
m the mmd who makes pictures {J^utypa^iiaTt^ or likenesses {eiK 6 vts) of things 
These are called ' pictured semblances' (^avriapara efcuypo^ijfi^i’a), but the 
name ^mnaola. is not used of the faculty Where Aristotle describes the 
imaging faculty which he calls jiovraala, ' Imaginationhe points out that 
it is not' judgment together with perception nor ‘ by means of perception ' 
(Si’ oioflijatiuj, Plato’s phrase here), nor a ' combmation of judgment and 
perception ' (aufiirAo/oj Sofijr xol aloB^attus — Plato’s avppetiis aioS^ueuis km 
S o'fjjr here), de amnt. 4280, 25 Anstotle means that he is givmg ^anaala 
a new sense, which is not to be confused with Plato s use of the word 
here 
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be so-and-so. Tbis judgment nghtly or wrongly interpreting a 
present perception is all that ‘ appearing ' means here. It is the 
one kind of judgment that may be false which the psychological 
apparatus of the Theaetetus was adequate to describe The Stranger 
here notes that we are now fully justified in asserting that such false 
judgments (like others) have a meaning and can exist. 

264B-D. Transthon, connechng these results wUh the interrupted 
Division of Image-making 

Far back (at 236) the art of Image-making, which we had divined 
to contain the essential characteristic of the Sophist, was divided 
into the making of likenesses (Ehtaattw^) and the making of sem¬ 
blances (or appearances, qiavraariici ^). We were then arrested by the 
problems of unreal appearance and false statement: how can such 
things have any sort of existence ? We have since explained how 
false statement, at any rate, can exist, and the Stranger now points 
out that we are justified in resuming the interrupted Division 

264B. Str. Then let us not lose courage for what remains to be 
c. done. Now that these matters are cleared up, let us recall 
our earher divisions by forms. 

Theaet. Which do you mean ? 

Str We distinguished two forms of Image-makmg • the 
making of hkenesses and the making of semblances. 
Theaet. Yes 

Str. And we said we were puzzled to tell imder which of 
these two we should place the Sophist. 

Theaet. We did. 

Str. And to increase our perplexity we were plunged in a 
whirl of confusion by the appantion of an argument that 
called in question all these terms and disputed the very 
existence of any copy or image or semblance, on the ground 
D. that falsity never has any sort of existence anywhere. 
Theaet. True 

Str. But now that we have brought to light the existence 
of false statement and of false judgment, it is possible that 
there should be imitations of real things and that this con¬ 
dition of mind (false judgment) should account for the exist¬ 
ence of an art of deception. 

Theaet. Yes, it is 

Str. And we agreed earlier that the Sophist does come 
under one or other of the two kinds mentioned. 

Theaet. Yes. 
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CONNECTION WITH IMAGE-MAKING 

The connection between ' appearing ’ [(pavzaaia), just now 
described as the blend of perception and judgment, and the art 
of creating semblances or appearances [qtayxaaxixri) under which 
we shall place the Sophist, is to be found m the earlier descnption 
of this art ^ The sculptor who deliberately distorts the actual pro¬ 
portions of his original in order to make his statue ' appear ’ correct, 
produces semblances (<paytda/xaxa) such as are rife m painting and 
fine art generally He imposes on us false judgments by means of 
our senses (tpavraala) Similarly the Sophist creates m us false 
beliefs in his wisdom on aU subjects 
This, however, is the only sort of ' appearing ’ explained in this 
dialogue It is not what we mean by ' appearance ' when we speak 
of a world of appearance, as opposed to reality ' Appearance ’ 
there suggests some sort of unreality in the object; wheieas when 
‘ it appears to me ’ that a distant figure is a friend, that judgment 
may be true, and, if it is false, there is nothing wrong with the 
object the falsity lies wholly in my judgment Hence, all that 
has been said about ‘ appeanng' throws no light on what may be 
called the problem of the etdolon, which the Stranger seemed to 
raise where the Division was interrupted He spoke of two 
problems ■ (i) ' this appeanng or seeming without really being ' * 
and (2) ‘ saying something which yet is not true' We have solved 
the second, but what has become of the first ’ The words naturally 
mean How can there be something which seems real without being 
real ’ This is the problem of appearances, as opposed to reality. 
Later, moreover, an etdolon was defined as something that is not 
wholly real (dvrcuc dv) but yet has some sort of existence (dv Ttojf) 
Then followed the long discussion of theories of the ' perfectly real ’, 
after which we expected some account of how a world of imperfectly 
real things—the objects of sense—could exist But this hope was 
disappointed The whole subsequent discussion of the combination 
of Forms was confined to the world of perfect reality, and has told 
us nothing about the status of imperfectly real things. That prob¬ 
lem remains where it was 

Burnet,® indeed, takes Plato as meaning that the explanation of 
‘ not-being ’ as ‘ difference ' has solved the etdolon problem ' In 
the course of the foregoing discussion ’ [258B], he writes, ' the 
remark was thrown out that we have found the Not-bemg which 
was necessary to justify our account of the Sophist, This is not 
explained further, but the point is quite simple. We called him an 

' At 235 Eff (p 197 ) 

* 236E, TO tjioxvtaQoi TouTo Koi fioKctT, cl.'at pif Here it is the object that 
appears but is not real 

’ Gk Phil , p 286 
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image-maker, and he replied that there was no such thing as an 
image, since an image is really not real We now see that there is 
nothing in this objection , for the art of image-making, like all other 
arts, includes a part of Being and a part of Not-bemg ^ The image 
IS not the reality, indeed, and the reality is not the image, but that 
involves no difficulty. We are dealing with a particular art, that 
of Image-making, and in it " not real ” has a perfectly definite 
and positive signification The " not real ” is not the unreal, but 
]ust the image, which ts quite as much as that of which it is the 
image ’ 

It IS hard to be satisfied with this, as a solution of the eidolon 
problem It amounts to saying . ' When I say an image is not 
perfectly real, and yet has a sort of existence, aU I mean is that 
an image is not the same thing as its original, but is just as real ’ 
Burnet appears to think that this is the solution, for he says later 
(p 349). ' Plato laid the ghost of the two-world theory which had 
haunted Greek philosophy since the tune of Parmenides, and that 
IS what he meant by saying that the sensible world was “ the image 
of the intelligible He had shown already m the Sophist that to 
be an image is not to be nothing. An appearance ts an appearance, 
and IS only unreal if we take it for what it is not.’ Burnet seems to 
mean that Plato, in his maturity, no longer held that the sensible 
world IS partly unreal (as he had said m the Repubhc) or any less 
real than the intelligible world. The unreality or falsity of ‘ appear¬ 
ance ' lies wholly m our thoughts about the world, not in the objects 
themselves They are only unreal if we take them for what they 
are not. 

But if Plato came to hold that objects of perception are merely 
different from intelligible objects, but just as real, what ground 
remains for denying that sense-perception is knowledge in the full 
sense ? The Theaeteius admitted that perception was infallible , it 
was not knowledge because it lacked the other mark of knowledge 
its objects are not real. If we now say that the objects are just as real 
as Forms, perception has every claim to be knowledge. This cannot 
be reconciled with the Timaeus. Also, it would be strange if a con¬ 
clusion amounting to a revolution m Platonism should not even be 
stated explicitly, but left to be inferred from the apparently very 
different statement that an image is not the same as its original, but 
none the less exists The whole question is, what sort of existence 
the image has, for it has been defined as ' not really real ’. A 

* This obscure statement seems to be based on the use of knowledge and 
its species as an illustration at 457c (p 290) But this was a mere illustration, 
and Plato does not say that any art ‘ includes a part of Being and a part 
of Not-being ’ 
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ghost IS a ghost, and is not the same thing as the tangible body it 
resembles anyone will admit that, but it does not settle the 
question what kind or degree of reality a ghost has. 

Our conclusion must be that the eidolon problem is not yet solved , 
nor shall we find a solution later m this dialogue The reason may 
be that Plato could not solve it or that the problem was reserved 
for another occasion (perhaps, for the Philosopher) In the Sophist 
he IS justified m shelving it because the only eidola we are now con¬ 
cerned with are those which the Sophist is accused of creating The 
Sophist does not create the world of sensible objects ; these are 
the work of that divine image-making which will presently be 
distinguished from the human image-making of fine art and sophis¬ 
try The etdola created by the Sophist are false beliefs in our minds 
Hence it was said at 260c, and is repeated here, that the existence of 
images and semblances depends on the existence of deception, and 
deception depends on the existence of false belief We were only 
bound to prove that false behef could exist, and that has been done 
The metaphysical status of ‘ appearances ’ in any other sense lies 
beyond our scope The explanation, if it is to be found anywhere, 
must be sought in the Ttmaeu-s I suspect that, when Plato had 
finished the Statesman, he found himself unable to carry out his 
intention of continuing the present conversation in the Philosopher 
and there gathermg up the loose threads So he abandoned his 
scheme and started another trilogy— Ttmaeus, Critias, Hermocrates 
—m which all that he had to say about the eidolon problem could be 
cast mto the form of a myth 

264D-268D Division VII. The Sophist as a species of Image- 
maker 

That Plato was consciously shelving the eidolon problem appears 
in the coming section If he had thought it was already solved, he 
would have taken up the Division of Image-making at the point 
where it was dropped and proceeded to subdivide semblance-makmg 
[(pavraatM-fj) But we find the Stranger now going back, behind 
the art of Image-making, to the most general conception. Art, 
precisely in order that the divine creation of images—^the world 
of appearance—^may be set aside as not relevant to the definition of 
Sophistry In fact, the shelving of the unsolved problem is openly 
effected here, in terms evidently meant to recall the contrast of 
reality and appearance as set forth in the Republic. These terms 
would be extremely misleading, if Plato had really abandoned his 
old doctrine of the partial unreality of sense objects 
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The final Table oi Division is as follows 
Art 


Acquisitive Productive 

Divine- Human- 

of images of images 


likenesses semblances 

_ I 


by tools (Pamtmg, Sculpture, Music) 

1 

by mimicry 

h 

with jcnowledge 

Ignorant 

(Acting) 

1, 

simple-minded 

1 

insincere 

_1_ 


The Demagogue The Sophist 


264D. Str Now, then, let us set to work again and, as we divide 
E the Kind proposed in two, keep to the nght-hand section 
at each stage Holding fast to the characters of which the 
Sophist partakes until we have stripped ofi all that he has 
in common with others and left only the nature that is 
pecuhar to him, let us so make that nature plain, m the 
265. first place to ourselves, and secondly to others whose 
temperament finds a procedure of this sort congemal. 
Theaet Very good 

Str, Well, we began by dividing Art into Productive and 
Acqmsitive. 

Theaet. Yes 

Str And under the head of the Acqmsitive we had glimpses 
of the Sophist in the arts of hunting, contention, trafficl^g, 
and other kinds of that sort.* 

1 This reference to the five tentative Divisions of the Acquisitive branch 
IS significant They only provided ‘ ghmoses ' or indistinct visions of various 
types called sophists, not the essential feature With i^avrditro compare 
tjiayraidfurov used Of the figure mdistinctly seen at a distance, Phtlebtis 38c 
The third mam branch of Art, the Separative ( Suucpmmi), from which was 
denved the Cathartic method of Socrates in Division VI, is here ignored 
It gave us no ghmpse of the Sophist 
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PRODUCTION. DIVINE AND HUMAN 
265. Theaet. Certainly. 

Str. But now that he has been included under an art of 
Imitation, clearly we must start by dividing into two the 
B. Productive branch of Art For Imitation is surely a kind 
of production, though it be only a production of images, as 
we say, not of onginals of every sort. Is that not so ? 
Theaet Assuredly. 

Str Let us begin, then, by recognising two kinds of 
Production. 

Theaet What are they ? 

Str. The one Divine, the other Human. 

Theaet. I don’t understand yet. 

Str Production—to recall what we said at the outset—we 
defined as any power that can bnng mto existence what did 
not exist before.^ 

Theaet I remember 

c. Str Now take all mortal animals and also all things that 
grow 2—^plants that grow above the earth from seeds and 
roots, and lifeless bodies compacted beneath the earth, 
whether fusible or not fusible. Must we not attnbute the 
coming into being of these things out of not-being to divine 
craftsmanship and nothing else ? Or are we to fall in with 
the belief that is commonly expressed > 

Theaet What belief do you mean ? 

Str That Nature gives birth to them as a result of some 
spontaneous cause that generates without intelhgence. Or 
shall we say that they come from a cause which, working 
with reason and art, is divine and proceeds from divmity ? ® 

1 Production, so defined at 219B, included agnculture, manufacture, and 
fine art The definition is not intended to suggest creation out of nothing, 
with no pre-existing matenal 

“ <jtvTa (cf 233E, ' you and me and all other creatures', ij>uTa) covers all 
things that come to be by a natural process, including metals (fusible) and 
minerals, the regular nameable compounds of elements. The elements cSw 
TO nt^vKoTa, 266b) are also products of divine workmanship (as in the Ttmaeus ), 
but it IS not imphed that the elements are created »x nthtlo The only 
question here is whether the compound ' creatures ' grow out of the elements 
spontaneously or by a process directed by divme craftsmanship 

’ The construction of delas is ambiguous, (1) If it is taken with 
•n)r (ji^uiv ytmav remains as the mam verb, but the contrast is between 
Nature which generates and the divme Artist who makes And why should 
‘ knowledge ' be said to ' come from divimty ’ (diro SeoO yiyvoptn)s) ? (2) By 
taking Betas with dm alrlas understood, we get a cause or causation which 
might be said to ' come from divmity ’ and is contrasted with causation of 
spontaneousorigm (otirofidTi), cf Ax ,Phys 196a, 24), asficrd Adyoure KaldmanJ- 
pijs is contrasted with avtv SiavoCas As verb ^liooptv yiyveoBai will then be 
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2650. Theaet. Perhaps because I am young, I often shift from 
one belief to the other; but at this moment, looking at your 
face and believing you to hold that these things have a 
divine origin, I too am convinced. 

Str. WeU said, Theaetetus If I thought you were the 
sort of person that might believe otherwise in the future, I 
should now try by force of persuasion to make you accept 
that account But I can see clearly that, without any 
E. arguments of mine, your nature will come of itself to the 
conclusion which you tell me attracts you at this moment 
So I will let that pass • I should be wasting time I will 
only lay it down that the products of Nature, as they are 
called, are works of divine art, as things made out of them 
by man are works of human art. Accordingly there will 
be two kinds of Production, one human, the other divine 
Theaet. Good 

Str. Once more, then, divide each of these two into two 
parts. 

Theaet How ’ 

266. Str. As you have just divided the whole extent of Produc¬ 
tion honzontally, now divide it vertically. 

Theaet. Be it so. 

Str. The result is four parts in all: two on our side, 
human; two on the side of the gods, divine. 

Theaet. Yes 

Str. And taking the divisions made in the first way 
(horizontally • divine and human), one section of each part 
will be the production of onginals, and the remaining two 
sections will be best desenbed as production of images. So 
we have a second division of Production on that pnnciple 
(origmals and images), 

B Theaet. Explain once more how each of the two parts 
(divine and human) is divided. 

Str. Ourselves, I take it, and all other hving creatures 
and the elements of natural things—fire, water, and their 
kindred—are all originals, the offspring, as we are well 
assured, of divine workmanship.^ Is it not so ? 

Theaet. Yes. 


supplied from the previous speech, as by Campbell, whose punctuation may 
be preferred to Burnet's 

1 In this phrase the metaphors of generation {yew/juara) and of the crafts¬ 
man’s workmanship (direipyatifi^i'o) are combined, as at Ttmaeus 28c, ' the 
maker and father of this universe and Symp 209A, poets (' makers ’) and 
creative artists are begetters of spiritual children 
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ORIGINALS AND IMAGES 

266b. Str. And every one of these products is attended by images 
which are not the actual thing, and which also owe their 
existence to divine contrivance 
Theaet You mean- 

Str. Dream images, and m dayhght all those naturally 
produced semblances which we call i ' shadow ’ when dark 
c. patches interrupt the light, or a ‘ reflection ’ when the 
light belonging to the eye meets and coalesces with light 
belonging to something else on a bright and smooth surface 
and produces a form yielding a perception that is the reverse 
of the ordinary direct view ^ 


• Taking Xeytrai with axia fUv SinXovv &i The Lexica do not seem to 
recognise ' reflection ' as a sense of SiirXovv, but it can hardly agree with iftSs, 
leaving the reflection nameless Are we to understand SiirXofiv ^ovrao/io, ‘ a 
duplicate image ’ ? 

* In the ‘ ordinary direct view ‘ [efi’npooSey — m front, opposite) the two 
lights or ‘ fires ‘ which coalesce are the visual ray or stream of fire from the 
eye and the fire outside, i e either sunlight reflected from the body looked at 
or, when the body is self-luminous, its own light In reflection from a mirror, 
the ray of light from my eye {aliteior ^< 3 t = ri dtros ^iimv nSp, Tim 458) 
and the light belonging to the object (oMiSTpiov e g the light which comes 
from the real face of another person I see m the mirror, cf wupl ffuiflev dAAorplip, 
Tim 43C, i) coalesce on the surface of the mirror, and the united ray is then 
thrown back from it to my eye So the reflection seen is explained in the 
same way as direct vision, except that in reflection the coalescence occurs 
at the mirror’s surface, not at the surface of the reflected object (see Taylor 
on Ttmaeus 46A) The reversal of the image is best explained by a diagram 


A Direct Vision 


Reflection 


ol person fac 
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eye 
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a mirror 
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In (A) Direct Vision the light from the right side of the person's face is supposed 
to reach the left side of my eye In (B) Reflection the hghr from the left side 
of the person’s face is supposed to reach the left side of my eye (There is 
no sign that Plato thought of all the rays from the object as entering the eye 
at the centre of the lens and spreading out again, on the retina, or knew 
anything of lens and retina) 
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266c Theaet. There are, indeed, these two products of dmne 
workmanship the original and the image that in every 
case accompanies it.^ 

Str And what of our human art ? Must we not say that 
m building it produces an actual house, and in painting a 
house of a different sort, as it were a man-made dream for 
wakmg eyes ? 

D. Theaet Certainly. 

Str And so in all cases, we find once more twin products 
of our own productive activity in pairs—one an actual thing, 
the other an image, 

Theaet. I understand better now, and I recognise two 
forms of production, each of them twofold. divine and 
human according to one division, and according to the other 
a production of actual things and of some sort of likenesses 

At this point we have got back to the human art of Image-making, 
now clearly distinguished from divine production of natural objects 
and from the useful crafts, hke building Image-making includes 
all the fine arts, with pohtical rhetoric and sophistry. The chief 
object of the further subdivision is to place the demagogue and the 
Sophist in the lowest class First the subdivision already made 
[Eixaurocrj and tpavzacnixij) is declared to be now justified 

2660 Str Let us remind ourselves, then, that of this production 
of images there were to be two kmds, one producing like- 
E. nesses, the other semblances, provided that falsity should 
be shown to be a thing that really is false and of such a 
nature as to have a place among existmg things, 

Theaet. Yes, it was to be so 

Str And that has now been shown , so on that ground 
shall we now reckon the distinction of these two forms as 
beyond dispute ? 

Theaet. Yes 

267. Str. Once more, then, let us divide m two the kmd that 
produces semblances 
Theaet. How ? 

^ These onginals and images make np the contents of the visible world 
(opard or Sofaordof jRpp vi, where they are described m similar terms, 510 a) 
They are the work of the divine craftsman of the Titnaeus, who fashions the 
visible world after the pattern of the Forms The Forms themselves, which 
are not created, are, of course, not mentioned here But the Platonist will 
recall that the actual things here called ongmals are themselves only copies 
or images of the Forms They are those etdola whose ambiguous existence 
sfall remains a problem. 
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267. Str There is the semblance produced by means of tools, 
and another sort where the producer of the semblance takes 
his own person as an instrument. 

Theaet. How do you mean "> 

Str When someone uses his own person or voice to counter¬ 
feit your traits or speech, the proper name for creating such 
a semblance is, I take it. Mimicry ^ 

Theaet Yes. 

Str Let us reserve that section, then, under the name of 
mimicry, and indulge ourselves so far as to leave all the 
B. rest for someone else to collect into a unity and give it an 
appropnate name. 

Theaet So be it 

Str. But there is still ground for thinking that mimicry 
is of two sorts Let me put it before you. 

Theaet. Do. 

Str Some mimics know the thing they are impersonating, 
others do not, and could we find a more important distinc¬ 
tion than that of knowmg from not knowing ? 

Theaet. No 

Str. And the mimicry we have just mentioned goes with 
knowledge ; for to impersonate you. one must be acquainted 
with you and your traits 
c Theaet Of course 

Str. And what of the traits of Justice and of virtue 
generally ? Are there not many who, having no knowledge 
of virtue but only some sort of opinion about it, zealously 
set about making it appear that they embody virtue as they 
conceive it, mimicking it as effectively as they can in their 
words and actions ? 

Theaet Only too many. 

Str And are they always unsuccessful m appearing to be 
virtuous when they are not really virtuous at all > Do they 
not rather succeed perfectly ? 

Theaet. They do 

D, Str. We must, then, distmguish the ignorant immic from 
the other, who has knowledge. 

Theaet. Yes 

Str Where, then, must we look for a suitable name for 
each '> No doubt it is hard to find one, because the anaents, 

* Cf Crai 423B Should we read oTa» to aiv nr riji ^auroC (sc o^^if/ian) 

Xfxufievos, crdifjiari irpoaoftoiStv ij ^rtav^v ' when a 

man produces a semblance of your traits by using his own, makmg his body 
or his voice like yours ’ ? 
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267D. it would seem, suHered from a certain laziness and lack of 
discnmination with regard to the division of Kinds by forms, 
and not one of them even tried to make such divisions, with 
the result that there is a senous shortage of names. How¬ 
ever, though the expression may seem daring, for purposes 
of distinction let us call mimicry guided by opinion ' con- 
E. ceit-mimicry and the sort that is guided by knowledge 
' mimicry by acquaintance ’ 

Theaet So be it 

Str. It is the former, then, that concerns us, for the 
Sophist was not among those who have knowledge, but he 
.has a place among mimics 
Theaet Certainly 

Str Then let us take this conceit-mimic and see if his 
metal rings sound or there is still a crack in it somewhere 
Theaet. Let us do so 

Str Well, there is a gaping crack. There is the simple- 
268. minded type who imagines that what he believes is know¬ 
ledge, and an opposite type who is versed in discussion, so 
that his attitude betrays no httle misgiving and suspicion 
that the knowledge he has the air of possessmg in the eyes 
of the world is really ignorance. 

Theaet Certainly both the types you descnbe exist 
Str We may, then, set down one of these mimics as sincere, 
the other as insincere 
Theaet So it appears. 

Str. And the insincere—^is he of two kinds or only one ? 
Theaet. That is for you to consider. 

B Str I will, and I can clearly make out a pair of them I 
see one who can keep up his dissimulation publicly in long 
speeches to a large assembly. The other uses short argu¬ 
ments in pnvate and forces others to contradict themselves 
in conversation ® 

Theaet, Very true 

Str. And with whom shall we identify the more long- 
winded type—^with the Statesman or with the demagogue ’ 
Theaet. The demagogue. 

Str And what shall we call the other—^wise man or 
Sophist ? 

Theaet We cannot surely call him wise, because we set 
c him down as ignorant, but as a mimic of the wise man he 

‘ Sofofit(i7)TiK7), cf 223B, SofojroiSewtic^, education in the conceit of virtue , 
Phtlebus 49D, Sa(oKaXia, Sofoffoi^fa, the conceit of beauty and wisdom 
* Cf the subdivision of Disputation at 225B (p 176) 
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268c. will clearly assume a title derived from his, and I now see 
that here at last is the man who must be truly described as 
the real and genuine Sophist. 

Str. Shall we, then, as before collect all the elements of 
his description, from the end to the beginning,^ and draw 
our threads together in a knot ? 

Theaet By all means. 

Str. The art of contradiction-making, descended from an 
msincere kind of conceited mimicry, of the semblance-making 
breed, derived from image-making, distinguished as a por- 
D. tion, not dmne but human, of production, that presents a 
shadow-play of words—such is the blood and lineage which 
can, with perfect truth, be assigned to the authentic Sophist. 
Theaet. I entirely agree 

1 The construction of the final definition is obscured by the eSort to frame 
it so as to mention all the specific difierences m order ' from the end to the 
begmning ’ (productive art) At 226A there is another summary in this 
reverse order (ri xpijfioTiortKov yivas, ^pioriicijs ov tQs ovTiAoyuc^s, -r^ 

a/i^io^ij-rijTudjs, kt) where the genitives are used as in a genealogy ' A the 
son of B, the son of C,’ etc 
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Soph. 263c. Sv Sarepov dri Xoyov dpriaa nept croC, jtpmov 
6 v 6 piai/ieda rl not’ taxi ^dyog, draymtdtarov avrdv ha 
rm ^paxvxdwv elvai, 

The superlative avaymidxaxw throws a quite unnecessary 
emphasis on the obvious fact that' Theaetetus flies' is a statement 
of the shortest possible type, avxdv, moreover, seems superfluous, 
most translators ignore it. I suspect that Plato wrote Xdyog 
avaymidxaxog, ' according to our definition of ihe minmum state¬ 
ment’ (cf Rep. 369]), ^ dvaymiQxdxr} ndkg). It was, m fact, 
x&v Myoyv 6 npcoxdg xe xal OfiiHpoxaxog that was defined above 
(262c), rather than statement in general avxdv must then con* 
ceal the mam verb, perhaps (paxiov, as at 263B, 2, 
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Opinion see Judgment 

Parmenides 

meeting with Socrates, 1, loi, 166 
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Pre-Socratics 
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Statement, False 
problem of, 199, 209 
as ‘ saying what is not ’,212 
solution of problem of, 298 ff. 
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Statesman, position in senes of 
Dialogues, i 
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Verb 

Forms expressed by, 279 
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process of, 47, 50 
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Weaving 
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of Forms, 300 
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